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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, July 8, 1992 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Reverend W. Douglas Tanner, 

Jr., executive director, Faith and Poli
tics Institute, Washington, DC, offered 
the following prayer: 

0 Lord, we gather this morning as 
very human beings in a setting that 
often discourages our humanity. We 
labor in an environment where trust is 
confused with naivete, where truth is 
confused with foolishness, where image 
is confused with substantive accom
plishment. 

We spend many hours away from our 
families-those with whom we yearn to 
fully share the gifts of life. We find 
ourselves fatigued for days on end. And 
time for quiet reflection can seem to be 
an unaffordable luxury. 

Grace us, we pray, with the wisdom 
to find ways to deepen our humanity in 
this context in which we can too easily 
become shallow. Move within us and 
among us, and grant us Your peace. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, pur
suant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a 
vote on agreeing to the approval of the 
Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 242, nays 
115, not voting 77, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 

[Roll No. 269] 
YEA8-242 

Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Blackwell 

Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 

Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (CA) 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Dornan (CA) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Ford (MI) 
Frank (MA) 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 

Allard 
Allen 
Armey 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
BUley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morrison 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal(MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 

NAY8-115 
Bunning 
Burton 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Clay 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coughlin 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Doolittle 

Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Ritter 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (lA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Snowe 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 

Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gingrich 

Goodling 
Goss 
Grandy 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Hunter 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
McCandless 

Alexander 
As pin 
Baker 
Barnard 
Bonior 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Condit 
Darden 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Dickinson 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dymally 
Engel 
Espy 
Fields 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Frost 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 

McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Molinari 
Morella 
Murphy 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Paxon 
Porter 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Saxton 
Schaefer 

Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-77 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hefner 
Jefferson 
Kasich 
Klug 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Laughlin 
Lent 
Lewis (FL) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Luken 
Martin 
McHugh 
Miller (WA) 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Mrazek 
Nagle 
Nowak 
Patterson 
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Payne (NJ) 
Perkins 
Pursell 
Rangel 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Roe 
Sanders 
Savage 
Shaw 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Solarz 
Stark 
Torres 
Traxler 
Washington 
Waters 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). The Chair will ask the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. UPTON] 
if he would kindly come forward and 
lead the membership in the Pledge of 
Allegiance. 

Mr. UPTON led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 01407 is 2:07p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment bills and concurrent reso
lutions of the House of the following ti
tles: 

H.R. 158. An act to designate the building 
in Hiddenite, NC, which houses the primary 
operations of the U.S. Postal Service as the 
" Zora Leah S. Thomas Post Office Building" ; 

H.R. 4505. An act to designate the facility 
of the U.S. Postal Service located at 20 
South Montgomery Street in Trenton, NJ, as 
the "Arthur J. Holland United States Post 
Office Building"; 

H.R. 5412. An act to authorize the transfer 
of certain naval vessels to Greece and Tai
wan; 

H. Con. Res. 156. Concurrent resolution 
concerning the emancipation of the Baha'i 
community of Iran; and 

H. Con. Res. 328. Concurrent resolution 
providing for the printing of the book enti
tled "Year of the American Indian, 1992: Con
gressional Recognition and Appreciation" as 
a House document. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills, joint resolu
tions, and a concurrent resolution of 
the following titles, in which the con
currence of the House is requested: 

S. 2834. An act to designate the U.S. Post 
Office Building located at 100 Main Street, 
Millsboro, DE, as the "John J. Williams Post 
Office Building" ; 

S. 2917. An act to amend the National 
School Lunch Act to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to provide financial and other 
assistance to the University of Mississippi, 
in cooperation with the University of South
ern Mississippi, to establish and maintain a 
food service management institute , and for 
other purposes; 

S. 2984. An act to authorize financial as
sistance for the construction and mainte
nance of the Mary McLeod Bethune Memo
rial Fine Arts Center; 

S.J. Res. 270. Joint resolution to designate 
August 15, 1992, as "82d Airborne Division 
50th Anniversary Recognition Day" ; 

S.J . Res. 326. Joint resolution designating 
the beach at 53 degrees 53'5l'•N, 166 degrees 
34'15"W to 53 degrees 53'48"N, 166 degrees 
34'2l"W on Hog Island, which lies in the 
Northeast bay of Unalaska, AK, be named 
"Arkansas Beach" in commemoration of the 
206th regiment of the National Guard who 
served during the Japanese attack of Dutch 
Harbor, Unalaska on June 3 and 4, 1942; and 

S. Con. Res. 81. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding 
visionary art as a national treasure and re
garding the American Visionary Art Museum 
as a national repository and educational cen
ter for visionary art. 
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON HIGHER 
EDUCATION REAUTHORIZATION 
ACT HOLDS PROMISE FOR MID
DLE-CLASS YOUTH 
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, today, 
we have a chance to tell working, mid-

dle-class America that we understand: 
Families across this country fear they 
will not be able to afford to send their 
kids to college. The conference agree
ment on the Higher Education Reau
thorization Act, that we take up this 
afternoon, will make a college edu
cation a reality for millions of Ameri
cans who could not otherwise afford to 
attend school. 

In the last decade, working families 
have been battered by increased taxes, 
soaring health care costs, and college 
tuitions that have gone through the 
roof. At the same time, Federal sup
port for education has withered away. 
Fewer and fewer middle-class families 
are eligible for grants or loans, and 
those who do qualify for aid are bur
dened with mountains of debt. 

Education cannot be available only 
to the few. Poverty and wealth cannot 
be the only standards for access to edu
cation. Education and opportunity 
must be universal for those who will 
work to achieve. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members to 
stand up for education. Stand up for 
middle America. Support the con
ference agreement. 

INDEPENDENCE WITH AN 
ASTERISK 

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, on July 4, 
1776, as our Founding Fathers adopted 
the Declaration of Independence, I am 
sure they did not envision 100 percent 
smooth sailing for free America. Some 
of them had foresight enough to pre
dict that budgetary red ink would 
cause problems for the Federal Govern
ment. However, it seems unlikely that 
even the most clairvoyant founder 
could have anticipated the degree to 
which our country by 1992 would be
come hostage to Congress' profligate 
spending habits. During the 60 seconds 
that I speak here today, America's debt 
will shoot up by more than three-quar
ters of a million dollars. We seem to be 
addicted to over-spending. 

On the Fourth of July this past Sat
urday we remembered that independ
ence for 216 years has been a precious 
gift, a gift that must be preserved. But 
the cold hard fact is that every second 
of every day our independence gets 
more and more threatened as the debt 
obligation rises. Saturday's Fourth of 
July should be an alarm call to reverse 
this trend-to make America flourish 
once again, independent from debt and 
to make Congress cure itself from over
spending and waste. 

A LEVEL PLAYING FIELD FOR U.S. 
PRODUCTS 

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to r evise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, the 
United States needs a level playing 
field in the very worst way so that 
American-made products made by 
American workers such as the Explorer 
vans and the Ford trucks made in the 
two Ford assembly plants in my dis
trict can have a fair chance to be sold 
in international as well as national 
markets. 

We can establish this level playing 
field and create U.S. jobs by passing 
later today H.R. 5100, the Trade Expan
sion Act. It contains a revival of the 
Super 301 sanctions which can be lev
eled against countries that do not treat 
our products fairly. 

There is a difference, I understand, 
with regard to the amendment to be of
fered by the majority leader, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]. 
I tend to favor that amendment which 
puts into law the levels of imports es
tablished under the current voluntary 
restraint agreement which we have 
with Japan. But, whether or not that 
amendment is agreed to, and I hope it 
is, we must pass H.R. 5100 to establish 
a level trade playing field and to create 
American jobs here in the United 
States. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE "DEPART-
MENT OF SCIENCE, SPACE, 
ENERGY, AND TECHNOLOGY 
ORGANIZATION ACT OF 1992" 
(Mr. WALKER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, last 
Wednesday, July 1, with my Science 
Committee colleagues, the chairman, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BROWN] and the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. PACKARD], together with 
my friend, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KOLTER], I introduced a 
bill which if enacted into law would es
tablish a Department of Science, 
Space, Energy, and Technology. 

The Department of Science, Space, 
Energy, and Technology Organization 
Act of 1992 builds upon the existing 
structure of the Department of Energy 
and its network of national labora
tories, much of whose work is already 
devoted to general scientific pursuits. 

The bill would combine three inde
pendent agencies, and some of the cur
rent scientific capabilities of the De
partment of Commerce, into one oper
ating unit reducing needless waste and 
duplication entailed by the now sepa
rate administrative, legal, congres
sional, and public affairs apparatuses 
of the existing agencies and thus save 
some money. 

In my view, the Department of 
Science, Space, Energy, and Tech
nology's main function would be to 
help prepare the United States for the 
future. It would be the one area of Gov-



18186 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 8, 1992 
ernment that would be devoted to act
ing for future benefit rather than re
acting to the mistakes of the past. Its 
goals would be to help build our sci
entific research and technology base 
together with the private sector to cre
ate our next generation of wealth and 
jobs. This new Department would be an 
advocate within the councils of Gov
ernment to promote U.S. competitive
ness internationally and internal co
operation domestically. This new De
partment would provide focus to fun
damental building blocks of our future: 
Energy, science, math, environment, 
space, technology, and research, and 
allow these elements of our future to 
work together, giving these compo
nents of our future prosperity the high 
profile they deserve. 

SUPPORT THE CONFERENCE RE
PORT ON HIGHER EDUCATION 
ACT 
(Mrs. LOWEY of New York asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, across America parents dream 
of a better life for their families and 
their Nation. They dream of a growing 
economy, restored competitiveness, 
plentiful jobs, and increased prosper
ity. 

Today, we can help make those 
dreams a reality. 

In the long term, there is only one 
way to make our economy grow, and 
that is to build a highly skilled work 
force that can go head to head with 
any other nation of the world-and 
come out on top. 

The conference report on the Higher 
Education Act is the tool we need to 
make this happen. 

It will provide millions more young 
people with vital college aid. It will 
help us build a lean, mean economic 
machine, and it will help us restore the 
American dream. 

Mr. Speaker, if we are really serious 
about an economic renewal in this Na
tion, let us renew our commitment to 
the workers of the future. Let us pass 
today's conference report enthusiasti
cally and unanimously. 

SOAKING THE RICH IS SOAKING 
THE MIDDLE CLASS 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, Ameri
cans are bracing for a storm to blow 
out of New York City next week. We 
are ready to hear a barrage of soak the 
rich rhetoric that will have very little 
to do with reality. 

We will hear that the rich have not 
paid their fair share to taxes for the 
past 12 years. 

We will hear that the other party is 
the guardian of the middle class. 

We will hear that the economic boom 
of the eighties was an illusion. 

Unfortunately, we will not hear solid 
facts to back up any of these claims. 
We will not hear how cutting taxes and 
eliminating special loopholes raise the 
percentage the top fifth of Americans 
pay from 56 to 61 percent. 

We will not hear that the top fifth of 
income earners being targeted for tax 
increases will include Americans mak
ing $56,000 a year. That is a solid mid
dle-class two-income family, Mr. 
Speaker. 

We will not hear how the economy 
grew for 7 straight years until the raise 
the taxes crowd got their way; but 
Americans know that when the other 
party talks about soaking the rich, the 
middle class can prepare to get very, 
very wet. 

INVESTING IN THE WORK FORCE 
(Mr. HOAGLAND asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, as the 
House of Representatives this week 
votes on S. 1150, the higher education 
amendments, a very important bill, we 
are reaffirming that the American 
dream of access to and opportunity for 
a college education becomes a reality. 

America faces one of its toughest 
challenges in recent years-revitalizing 
our economy. With the end of the cold 
war, the national strength and status 
of the United States as a great power 
depends on our ability to compete in an 
international economy. To compete ef
fectively we must invest in education. 

Yet unfortunately, middle-class 
working families, the traditional 
source of productive workers, are see
ing the dreams of higher education slip 
away as our standard of living declines. 
In the last decade those with incomes 
below the top 20 percent saw their in
comes either stagnate or decline when 
adjusted for inflation. Meanwhile costs 
at public and private colleges have in
creased two to three times faster than 
the growth in median family income. 
Many families can simply not afford to 
pay for their children's education. 

To meet the needs of working fami
lies this bill: 

Increases the maximum Pell grant 
from $2,400 to $3,700; 

Revises the programs that serve 
those nontraditional students who are 
older, independent of their parents, 
working and attending school part
time or going back to college for the 
first time; 

Allows all students regardless of fam
ily income to borrow up to the maxi
mum Stafford Loan; 

Improves early outreach and inter
vention efforts because students and 
their families are frequently not well 
informed about financial assistance. 

Bill Clinton is also proposing to 
make college affordable to all students. 
Governor Clinton's plan, the domestic 
GI bill, would enable all Americans to 
borrow money for college, so long as 
they are willing to pay it back as a per
centage of their income over time or 
through national service addressing 
unmet community needs. Such needs 
might include a police officer, an 
inner-city teacher or taking care of 
children in a day care center. 

Education is the key to opportunity 
and to jobs. For students of all ages in 
community colleges, universities and 
trade schools, their postsecondary edu
cation will mean increased job oppor
tunities, higher salaries, and a better 
way of life. 

0 1040 
PROTECTIONISM CITED AS KEY TO 

PROVINCIAL TAX IN CANADA 
(Mr. SCHULZE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Speaker, just 
weeks after a recent beer trade agree
ment between the United States and 
Canada, the Province of Ontario-the 
location of most major Canadian brew
ers-has slapped a 10-cent per can tax 
on beer sold in aluminum cans. Most 
Canadian beer is sold in bottles. 

Ontario claims such a tax is nec
essary for environmental reasons. Why, 
then, is the tax imposed only on cans 
of beer and not cans of nonalcoholic 
beverages? 

Even with the high recovery rate of 
glass, because glass is bulkier than alu
minum, and few bottle caps are recy
cled, refillable bottles actually result 
in more solid waste than aluminum 
cans. Ontario's environmental jus
tification for this obvious trade barrier 
is cute, but it just does not hold water 
or beer, for that matter. 

If Canada wants tit-for-tat protec
tionism, I am sure America can ante 
up, too. 

PROPOSED LEGISLATION WOULD 
EXPAND EDUCATION REFORM TO 
NEW LEVELS 
(Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, the reasons that so many of 
today's children are at-risk of failure 
have less to do with our education sys
tem than with the problems those chil
dren bring to school with them every 
day. 

Yet, even as we recognize that a hun
gry child, a sick child, or an abused 
child, cannot concentrate on his les
sons, we continue to neglect those 
problems in proposals for education re
form. 
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Today I am introducing legislation 

which will provide grants to States and 
localities that develop plans to inte
grate noneducational services with the 
public school system. Schools are so 
often the place where a problem is first 
identified, yet we continue to leave 
teachers stranded as they attempt to 
deal with the numerous problems that 
fall outside the realm of their training 
and resources. 

My legislation will also achieve sys
temic reform at the State and Federal 
levels. It is not enough to provide yet 
another demonstration grant to a local 
school district; we must be committed 
at all levels to reforming a fragmented 
system that allows too many of our 
children to fall through the cracks. 

From now on, let us address the 
whole child when we speak of edu
cation reform and recognize that, as al
ways, the unmet needs of today will be
come the tragic and expensive social 
ills of tomorrow. 

SPACE STATION "FREEDOM"-
GATEWAY TO THE FINAL FRON
TIER 
(Mr. DORNAN of California asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks and include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, when our space shuttle Colum
bia completes another successful U.S. 
space mission today, we can all take 
pride in this historic accomplishment 
which reflects the dedication and com
mitment to excellence of our astro
nauts, NASA ground crews, and our 
aerospace workers throughout the 
country who made this mission pos
sible. Unfortunately, such missions are 
limited due to the small amount of 
time a space shuttle can remain in 
space. 

According to shuttle commander 
Richard N. Richards, what the astro
nauts needs is "more time in space in 
order to give them a platform to con
duct the experiments and work and re
search needed to get some of the an
swers" to questions posed by our sci
entists. With a space station, com
mander Richards further commented, 
"we can stay up here in measures of 
months, rather than days." 

We must push forward with a space 
station if we are going to successfully 
and-aggressively explore the final fron
tier of space. We cannot turn back now 
just as we approach the threshold of 
space exploration. We cannot limit 
ourselves to shortsighted, short-term 
cost savings that would result from 
cancellation of the station. Instead, we 
must look forward to the long-term 
gains which will result from space ex
ploration. We must look forward as ex
plorer Christopher Columbus did 500 
years ago when he brought two amaz
ing worlds together. 

If we accept this challenge, we must 
press forward with space station Free
dom-it will be the rock upon which we 
build the future of U.S. and world space 
exploration. 

[From the Washington Post, July 4, 1992] 
COLUMBIA ASTRONAUTS CITE THEIR NEED FOR 

SPACE STATION 
CAPE CANAVERAL, July 3.-Space shuttle 

Columbia commander Richard N. Richards 
made a pitch today for the space station 
Freedom when he said astronauts on NASA's 
longest schedule shuttle flight need more 
time in orbit. 

"They've already been complaining here 
that they're looking at the calendar and see
ing the de-orbit date coming up here and 
their work really isn't done," Richards said 
in a radio interview. 

"What they need is more time in space in 
order to give them a platform to conduct the 
experiments and work and research needed 
to get some of the answers" to scientific 
questions, he said of the seven astronauts. 

Freedom is a perennial target in Congress, 
but NASA plans to start building the $30 bil
lion-plus laboratory in orbit in late 1995 and 
have astronauts living there full time by 
2000. 

With a space station, "we can stay up here 
in measures of months, rather than days," 
Richards said. 

Today, two of the four astronauts splitting 
12-hour shifts inside the shuttle laboratory 
worked through part of their breaks. NASA 
gave each of the four a four-hour "vacation" 
to help relieve the strain of such a long 
flight. Shuttle astronauts have never spent 
more than 10 days and 21 hours in space at a 
time. Columbia's crew will pass that record 
on Monday and is scheduled to remain aloft 
until Wednesday. 

Lawrence DeLucas, the crew's crystal ex
pert, sounded harried as he set up more pro
tein crystal growth experiments. 

"I'm trying to do as many as I can as 
quickly as I can because I really have so 
much more to get done and it takes between 
five and seven days for most of these to 
grow. So time is of the essence here," 
DeLucas told payload controllers at NASA's 
Marshall Space Flight Center in Huntsville, 
Ala. 

Among the crystals DeLucas activated 
were interferon, an antiviral substance used 
to treat AIDS; a protein that regulates blood 
pressure, and a serum that transports iron 
from the liver to immature red blood cells. 

Researchers hope to develop better drugs 
with Columbia's protein crystals. Crystals 
produced in space are bigger and purer than 
those cultivated on Earth, where gravity 
hampers growth. 

Astronaut Carl Meade, one of those who 
shunned time off, spent part of the day stir
ring up-dust. He used bursts of compressed 
air to shoot quartz particles, the size of 
grains of sand, into small containers. Some 
of the specks clumped together, while others 
clung to the chamber walls or just floated. 

Scientists want to see how small particles 
cluster in weightlessness. They hope the 
tests will help them better understand at
mospheric cleansing after major dust storms, 
volcanic eruptions, meteorite strikes and, 
potentially, nuclear explosions. 

RUSSIA GETS CASH-AMERICA 
GOES BROKE 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, Boris 
Yeltsin crashed the G-7 summit. 
Yeltsin was not even wearing a black 
tie. 

Mr. Speaker, he said, "Russia needs 
cash. If you do not believe me, just 
take a look at Chernobyl." 

Meanwhile, needed trade reforms 
were once again put on the back burn
er. Now, think about it: Russia gets 
cash, America goes broke. California is 
passing out lOU's not paychecks; in 
New York they are in a riot situation: 
and the child poverty rate in America 
is exploding, and the truth is most par
ents cannot get a decent job. Most par
ents write in and they say, "I can't un
derstand it." Well, the truth is, Mr. 
Speaker, it is easy to understand; most 
of the American politicians are more 
concerned about Red Square than they 
are about New York and the children in 
America living in poverty. 

It is as simple as that. 

WE MUST FUND THE RTC 
(Mr. DREIER of California asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the news which just came out 
this week of the closure of the eighth 
largest thrift is very distressing to all 
of us. San Diego-based HomeFed was 
taken over by the RTC, as announced 
by the Office of Thrift Supervision. 
That decision and the effect it will 
have on the 750,000 depositors sends a 
very important message to this Con
gress. We cannot stand by and ignore 
the necessity to fund the Resolution 
Trust Corporation. I am not enthusias
tic about blindly sending tax dollars in 
there, but we have got to remember 
that the full faith and credit of the 
U.S. taxpayer is behind those who have 
deposits up to $100,000. 

Mr. Speaker, we owe it to the Amer
ican people to keep our promise, the 
promise that was made years ago. So 
let us address the RTC funding ques
tion as soon as possible. 

TEN MILLION UNEMPLOYED: A 
SERIOUS NATIONAL PROBLEM 

(Mr. OWENS of New York asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Speak
er, 10 million people without jobs is a 
serious national problem. For each of 
the 10 million families this unemploy
ment is a personal disaster. For all hu
mane and moral decisionmakers in the 
Congress and the executive branch 
these 10 million workers without a pay
check must be treated as a national 
emergency. Ten million unemployed is 
an emergency. Ten million unemployed 
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is an emergency which requires imme
diate action. The administration must 
join with the Congress in addressing 
the issue now. You don't need to be a 
genius to understand the first steps 
which must be taken to cope with this 
emergency. Certain time-tested, effec
tive, and workable remedies can be im
plemented without delay: Accelerate 
the distribution of mass transit and 
highway funds. Pass emergency block 
grant legislation for education to allow 
school budget cuts to be restored and 
laidoff school workers to be rehired. 
Block grants for health care and hos
pitals would permit the rehiring of 
laidoff hospital staff. New initiatives 
to get on top of the escalating environ
mental crises would hire many sci
entific and technical workers. Ten mil
lion jobless workers can't wait for the 
new world order free market economics 
to gear up. Ten million families must 
eat now. We need the old fashion public 
sector stimulant. It is the sacred duty 
of the Congress and the administration 
to act mercifully and to act swiftly. 
Ten million families need jobs now. 
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REVIVING THE AMERICAN 
AUTOMOBILE INDUSTRY 

(Mr. BLACKWELL asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Speaker, no 
one in this Chamber can deny the fact 
that the American auto industry has 
been losing jobs for the last 15 years at 
an unprecedented rate. The industry 
that led this country into the 20th cen
tury is rapidly losing steam, and many 
would say that Congress has simply sat 
here in Washington, and watched. 

Today we have the direct oppor
tunity to reverse this downward trend, 
and set the U.S. auto industry back on 
its feet. 

The Gephardt-Levin amendment to 
H.R. 5100, the Trade Expansion Act, 
will finally let us compete on a level 
playing field, by putting the number of 
Japanese imports accepted into the 
United States on par with the number 
of American cars they allow into 
Japan. 

Mr. Speaker, I wholeheartedly reject, 
as do my constituents, any argument 
that this legislation is protectionist. 

Is it protectionist to want to put 
Americans back to work? Is it protec
tionist to try and stimulate our ailing 
economy? 

And please, Mr. Speaker, tell me if it 
is protectionist to put the needs of 
Americans as our most primary and 
crucial concern. 

If the European Community can craft 
such an agreement with Japan then we 
must as well. The time has come for 
the President to stand firm on this 
issue, and the passage of this amend-

ment will give him little choice, but to 
stand up for the U.S. auto industry. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in sup
port of this amendment today. Let us 
make a difference and pass this much
needed and long-awaited legislation 
that can directly revive the industry 
that made our country great. 

SPACE SHUTTLE "COLUMBIA," A 
PRECURSOR TO SPACE STATION 
"FREEDOM" 
(Mr. BROWN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I join my 
colleague, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DORNAN] in noting that the 
space shuttle Columbia will land at Ed
wards Air Force Base in California 
after a record-breaking 14-day mission 
in Earth orbit. 

While this mission may not have gen
erated as much interest in the press 
and among the general public as the 
last space shuttle mission in which a 
stranded commercial communications 
satellite was rescued, this mission may 
in fact be of greater long-term impor
tance to the country. 

That is because this mission was a 
technological investment in the future. 
The purpose of this mission is to carry 
a unique microgravity research labora
tory into space, and to conduct experi
ments in that laboratory that can only 
be performed in the weightless condi
tions that exist in space. 

The specific experiments that were 
conducted on this mission could lead to 
improved drugs, medical treatments, 
engineering materials, computers, in
frared detectors, water desalination 
equipment, chemical and industrial 
processes, and the development of such 
wonders as artificial skin, blood ves
sels, and other parts of the body. 

This mission was also significant, in 
that it was a precursor to the types of 
missions and experiments that will be 
conducted on space station Freedom 
when it is placed into orbit later this 
decade. 

One difference in the space station 
however, is that after going to the ex
pense of placing laboratory experi
ments into orbit, they will not be con
strained to a mere 13 days of oper
ation-on the space station, these ex
periments will be able to operate for 
many months or even years. 

Accordingly, the payoff that we re
ceive for our investments in such re
search will be greatly enhanced. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that all Members 
will join me in congratulating NASA 
and the crew of the space shuttle Co
lumbia for this important pathfinding 
mission. 

UNEMPLOYMENT AMONG HIGH 
SCHOOL GRADUATES 

(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and 
was given permission to address the 

House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, today, while Mr. Bush talks with 
the leaders of the G-7 nations in Mu
nich, back home in America we face an 
unemployment crisis among our youth. 
Today over 1 in 4 of the kids that grad
uated high school last year and are not 
in college are unemployed. That rate is 
higher than it has been since 1983, and 
most of those who eagerly received 
their diplomas in May or June of this 
year with the thought of immediately 
entering the workplace will be sadly 
disappointed because job opportunities 
for them just are not there. 

Mr. Speaker, these facts are dismal 
without any interpretation, but what 
they say about the future for a major
ity of America's youth is tragic. In 
years past, a high school diploma 
might not have insured wealth, but it 
often led to a decent job on which one 
could support a family. For today's 
high school grad that prospect is quite 
unlikely. 

It is my hope, Mr. Speaker, that 
when the so-called education Presi
dent, Mr. Bush, discusses the future of 
the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, the 
youth of America and their parents 
will be watching as their prospects for 
a real future quickly disappear. Ameri
ca's youth deserve and need better 
than this. 

EXPAND THE TALENTED TEACHER 
ACT 

(Mr. WYDEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, later 
today the House will consider the High
er Education Act, and I would like to 
commend the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. FORD] for bringing a first-rate 
bill to this House. I am especially 
pleased that the conference has chosen 
to expand the original Talented Teach
er Act of 1984 which I authored with 
then House Member PAUL SIMON and 
our colleagues, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] and the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. COLE
MAN]. We envisaged that unless the 
Federal Government did more to at
tract bright young people to teaching, 
the rest of the school reform agenda 
would have limited impact. 

Mr. Speaker, our bill has acted like 
educational ROTC. There are scholar
ships for bright youngsters in return 
for their teaching in underserved areas, 
and there are fellowships that we can 
recognize the excellent contributions 
of outstanding teachers now in the 
classroom. 

By expanding our original program in 
today's Higher Education Act, Mr. 
Speaker, the House can send a strong 
message to bright high school students. 
This country wants those young people 
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in front of our classrooms in the battle 
for excellence in education. We need 
our bright youngsters as teachers, the 
Higher Education Act makes that pos
sible, and I urge my colleagues to sup
port it later today. 

GEPHARDT-LEVIN AMENDMENT 
ENSURES THAT JAPAN LIVES UP 
TO THEIR COMMITMENTS 
(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, today the 
House will have a chance to vote on the 
Gephardt-Levin amendment to the 
trade bill to open Japan's closed auto
motive trade practices. Simply this 
amendment puts the weight of law be
hind the automotive agreements Presi
dent Bush negotiated in Japan last 
January. It calls on our Trade Rep
resentative to negotiate a comprehen
sive auto sector agreement with Japan, 
and it sets up a monitoring and en
forcement system to ensure Japan lives 
up to the commitments it made last 
January. 

What this amendment is about is 
opening markets, opening Japan's 
closed procurement practices, assuring 
United States-Japan trade reciprocity 
in automotive goods and putting our 
foot down after 7 years of United 
States-Japan trade talks fraught with 
delay, meager results, and a worsening 
trade deficit. 

Japan's market is closed. Less than 3 
percent of the goods, automotive 
goods, in Japan's market are imported 
from anywhere else in the world, while 
one-third of our market is now pene
trated by foreign automotive goods. 
Japan cleverly marks up by 33 percent 
the sticker price of foreign cars in its 
market, and it excludes non-Japanese 
products in its marketplace, as well as 
excluding United States cars and other 
foreign cars from its dealerships. 

The U.S. Congress must stand fully 
behind the agreement the President ne
gotiated last January. Vote for the 
Gephardt-Levin amendment. 

WE MUST CREATE JOBS FOR THE 
PEOPLE WHO WANT TO WORK 

(Mr. HAYES of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HAYES of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
seven of the wealthiest nations in the 
world are concluding a 3-day con
ference in Munich, Germany, discuss
ing the world's economy. It looks very 
much like the only winner in this situ
ation is going to be Russia. 

Mr. Speaker, while they are discuss
ing this issue, economy and economic 
tragedy overseas, poverty, as has been 
stated, is on the rise here in this great 
Nation of ours. I do hope that this Con-
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gress of ours will begin to focus some 
attention on some real programs to put 
people back to work. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to look back on 
the Roosevelt days and start some pub
lic work programs, some civilian con
servation programs, and I say, "Call 
them what you may, but let them be 
jobs for people who want to work." 

My colleagues, let us remember that 
charity begins at home and we here in 
this Congress ought to begin to do 
something about it. I do hope, as a del
egate to my own party's convention 
next week in New York, that we will 
come out of that with the kind of plat
form that is going to give hope to those 
people who are suffering in this great 
Nation of ours today. 

THANK YOU FOR HELPING THE 
PEOPLE OF FRITCH, TX 

(Mr. SARP ALIUS asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SARPALIUS. Mr. Speaker, for 
the 31/2 years that I have been a Mem
ber of this institution very seldom do I 
hear a Member stand up and say, 
"Thanks." But that is why I rise today. 

I went home this weekend and toured 
the town of Fritch, the town that was 
devastated by a tornado that destroyed 
and damaged over 50 percent of the 
homes in that small rural town. I went 
in the rubble of a large brick home, and 
the only thing that was left remaining 
was a small bathroom in the middle of 
that home. The sheetrock had been 
pulled off of all sides of that bathroom, 
and it was amazing that in the middle 
of that bathroom there were seven peo
ple that survived that tornado. 

Thank God nobody lost their lives, 
but the investment that this Govern
ment has made to try to help rebuild 
that community, I think, was a wise 
investment, and I stand here before my 
colleagues to say, ''Thank you for your 
help in helping the people of Fritch, 
TX." 

MAKING THE DREAM OF A 
COLLEGE EDUCATION A REALITY 
(Mr. AuCOIN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, today we 
will vote on the Higher Education Act, 
and I want to applaud the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. FORD] and his com
mittee for their excellent work on that 
legislation. While the bill expands Fed
eral financial aid programs, it does, 
however, fall short by not providing 
grants to all working and middle-class 
students who qualify. 

The original bill, the bill I cospon
sored, made Pell grants an entitle
ment. If we can make health care 
available to the elderly, and I think we 

should, we surely can afford to make 
Pell grants an entitlement for our stu
dents of middle-income families. If we 
do not, we risk our future. We simply 
cannot afford to risk an education sys
tem that is accessible only to the rich. 
If we keep going like we are right now, 
soon only millionaires will be able to 
send their kids to college. 

In Oregon, Mr. Speaker, tuition at 
State schools is expected to climb 
nearly 20 percent in the next 2 years. 
This is on top of a 30-percent hike just 
last year. 
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For many students Federal financial 
aid is the only ticket they have to a 
college degree. It is time for new na
tional priorities. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we should pass 
this bill, but let us continue to push for 
the expanded financial aid that our 
students in this country from middle
income families richly deserve. This 
Nation's youth deserve a real commit
ment from this Congress and from this 
country, one that makes the dream of 
a college education for everyone who 
needs it and qualifies a reality. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, PRIVATE 
SECTOR PRESSURED BY UN
FUNDED FEDERAL MANDATES 
(Mr. MORAN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, this past 
week marked the beginning of a new 
fiscal year for 46 States and most local
ities around the country, and they 
have to look forward to a miserable fis
cal year, one that will be probably 
worse at the end of the fiscal year from 
which they have just concluded. The 
fact is that the Federal Government is 
liable in some ways to make it even 
worse on them because we are undoubt
edly going to pass legislation that im
poses on those States and localities, as 
well as the private sector, programs for 
which we will take credit but for which 
we will provide insufficient funding, if 
any. 

The growth of unfunded Federal man
dates upon State and local govern
ments and the private sector has in
creased with every successive year, and 
with the constraints on the Federal 
budget, there is no doubt that it is 
going to increase at an even faster 
rate. 

I have introduced legislation that 
would require that a complete fiscal 
year analysis be included in any bill re
ported out of committee, an analysis 
that would show us how much it is 
going to cost State and local govern
ments and the private sector to imple
ment the legislation being enacted. It 
would also require that we take the 
least cost alternative method of fully 
implementing the intent of the legisla-
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tion. It would also apply to executive 
branch rulemakings and regulations as 
well. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation. 

REPUBLICAN MEMBERS URGED TO 
SUPPORT AMERICAN AUTO CON
TENT AMENDMENT TO TRADE 
BILL 
(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, shortly 
we are going to be considering H.R. 
5100 and a particular amendment that 
goes to the commitment that was made 
to President Bush during his trip to 
Japan. I think that was a very produc
tive meeting, a very productive trip. 
During that meeting the President re
ceived a commitment from Japanese 
leaders to increase the American con
tent, that is, the part of cars that are 
manufactured in transplant facilities 
in the United States, to increase the 
American content, the part manufac
tured by American workers, to 70 per
cent. 

They made that commitment, and 
since they have made that commit
ment we have all seen television com
mercials across the country by some of 
those transplants that advertise the 
fact that the cars in fact are made in 
America. The auto amendment that 
will come up to H.R. 5100 allows us to 
codify the commitments that were 
made to President Bush in Tokyo. 

It would behoove those of us on the 
Republican side of the aisle to adhere 
to the Republic philosophy of support
ing the American worker and, there
fore, supporting that particular amend
ment. 

Six spinoff jobs are created for every 
job that is created in the automobile 
industry in this country. 

Mr. Speaker, the most important 
thing we can do to pull the country out 
of recession is to get the automobile 
industry back on track. 

SUPPORT URGED FOR GEPHARDT 
AMENDMENT TO TRADE BILL 

(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, more 
than 10 million Americans are unem
ployed. They are unemployed from real 
jobs. The Republ-icans say there are 115 
million Americans who are working, 
and that may be true. But flipping 
hamburgs and frying french fries? Is 
that going to bring America back? Is it 
going to balance the budget? I say that 
it is not going to do it. 

The Reagan-Bush trade policies over 
the last 12 years have undermined the 
American economy, and now President 
Bush wants to export more of our jobs 
to Mexico and to China. 

H.R. 5100, the trade bill, which is 
going to be on the floor today will be a 
good bill if it includes the Gephardt 
amendment. That is a good start. But 
we know, I know, and you know that if 
this bill is going to be passed and it is 
worth anything, President Bush is 
going to veto it, just like he has done 
in so many instances where legislation 
helps American workers. 

Mr. Speaker, I say it is time to stop 
exporting American jobs and put Amer
icans back to work in real jobs, not 
flipping hamburgs and cooking french 
fries. That is the answer to America's 
economic problems. 

DEFICIT REDUCTION SHOULD BE 
GOAL OF SAVINGS 

(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to express my concern that some 
in Congress would again like to debate 
whether the budget firewalls should be 
torn down in 1993. 

The purpose of the firewalls is to help 
to reduce the deficit-not to create a 
reserve to spend later. 

We debated this issue on March 31 
and the House decided that if savings 
result in any one area such savings 
should be applied to reduce the deficit. 

The savings should not be used for 
additional spending in another cat
egory. 

But, today I am hearing that once 
again the Democratic majority is pur
suing a strategy to use savings 
achieved in one area for more spending 
in the Transportation appropriations 
bill. 

How will we ever get control of the 
spiralling Federal deficit if, whenever 
some savings are achieved in one area, 
Members feel compelled to spend those 
savings in another area? 

Let us apply those savings to reduce 
the deficit. This is precisely why we 
face an ever growing Federal deficit. 

The majority party just cannot resist 
the urge to spend, spend, spend. When 
we should save, save, save. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5100, TRADE EXPANSION 
ACT OF 1992 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 510 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 510 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause 1(b) of rule xxrn. declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 5100) to 
strengthen the international trade position 

of the United States, and the first reading of 
the bill shall be dispensed with. After gen
eral debate, which shall be confined to the 
bill and the amendments made in order by 
this resolution and which shall not exceed 
one and one-half hours, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, the bill shall be considered for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. It 
shall be in order to consider the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute recommended 
by the Committee on Ways and Means now 
printed in the bill as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment under the five-minute 
rule, said substitute shall be considered as 
having been read, and all points of order 
against said substitute are hereby waived. 
No amendment to the said substitute shall 
be in order except the amendments printed 
in the report of the Committee on Rules ac
companying this resolution. Said amend
ments shall be considered en bloc and shall 
be considered as having been read. Said 
amendments en bloc shall be debatable for 
the period specified in the report, equally di
vided and controlled by the proponent and a 
Member opposed thereto. Said amendments 
en bloc shall not be subject to amendment, 
and shall not be subject to a demand for a di
vision of the question in the House or in the 
Committee of the Whole. At the conclusion 
of the consideration of the bill for amend
ment, the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted. Any Member may 
demand a separate vote in the House on any 
amendment adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole to the bill or to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
having been ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without inter
vening motion except one motion to recom
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). The gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] is recog
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DREIER], pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 
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Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, House 

Resolution 510 makes in order the con
sideration of H.R. 5100, the Trade Ex
pansion Act of 1992. The rule provides 
for ~0 minutes of general debate time 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Ways and Means Committee. 

The rule makes in order the Ways 
and Means Committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute now printed 
in the bill as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment. The rule waives 
all points of order against the sub
stitute. 

The rule makes in order only one en 
bloc amendment, the Gephardt-Levin 
amendment, which is printed in the re
port of the Committee on Rules. The 
Gephardt-Levin amendment will be de
batable for 1 hour, equally divided and 
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controlled by the proponent and an op
ponent. The en bloc amendment is not 
subject to amendment nor to a demand 
for a division of the question. Finally, 
the rule provides one motion to recom
mit with or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5100, the Trade Ex
pansion Act of 1992 strengthens the 
international trade position of the 
United States through a 5-year exten
sion of Super 301 authority. Super 301 
requires the administration to identify 
priority countries and to investigate 
their unfair trade practices. It also re
quires the administration to negotiate 
the elimination of foreign barriers to 
American products and to retaliate if 
negotiations fail. 

H.R. 5100 also strengthens existing 
law by requiring the U.S. Trade Rep
resentative to review foreign compli
ance with bilateral trade agreements if 
requested by private interested parties. 
Under existing law, private parties can 
petition USTR to investigate, but 
USTR is not required to do so. 

The bill also requires USTR to con
sult with foreign countries where a 
burden on U.S. trade is not found to 
exist now, but is likely to be found if 
the foreign practice or policy con tin
ues. 

H.R. 5100 institutes certain trade ac
tions against Japan to assist the Unit
ed States automobile industry. Last 
year, our trade deficit was nearly $65 
billion, and Japan accounted for two
thirds of the total. H.R. 5100 attempts 
to open the Japanese market to Amer
ican automobiles and automobile parts 
through the mandatory initiation of a 
section 301 investigation and negotia
tion of an access agreement. 

Finally, the bill contains certain 
antidumping measures and requires the 
International Trade Commission to 
consider the actual and potential de
cline in the order backlog of a U.S. in
dustry as evidence of potential dump
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 510 is 
a fair rule that will expedite consider
ation of this important legislation. I 
urge my colleagues to support the rule 
and the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, many of us on this side 
of the aisle consistently argue on be
half of open rules, but there is a clear 
recognition as I sit upon the Commit
tee on Rules that on occasion as we re
view legislation there, sometimes, es
pecially bills from the Committee on 
Ways and Means, they should be con
sidered under restrictive rules, which 
may be necessary. This may be one 
such occasion, but I strongly oppose 
this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule fails to make 
in order an amendment that is both 
germane and relevant to H.R. 5100. The 

basic premise of this bill is that the 
United States trade deficit is primarily 
due to unfair trading practices with 
Japan. It seems to me that the one best 
way to address this problem is through 
fair and free trade. 

Last week, I urged my colleagues on 
the Committee on Rules to make in 
order an amendment to require the 
President to begin consultations with 
the Government of Japan on negotia
tions for a United States-Japan free 
trade agreement. My motion received 
bipartisan support, but, unfortunately, 
it was defeated on a 4-to-4 tie. 

The amendment would give our trade 
negotiators a second tool for eliminat
ing barriers and expanding trade. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] has said 
this bill is designed to move against 
the Japanese. What we are offering 
here is a positive approach. It is only 
sensible that we debate the merits of 
the United States-Japan free trade 
agreement as part of a bill to provide 
American exporters equal access to the 
Japanese market. Therefore, I urge my 
colleagues to join me in voting to de
feat the previous question on this rule 
so that this one additional amendment 
can be made in order. 

Mr. Speaker, the U.S. Trade Rep
resentative has stated that she will 
recommend a veto of H.R. 5100 because 
it will, among other things, destroy 
jobs and undermine the Trade Rep
resentative's negotiating authority. 

Many of my colleagues would argue 
that it does not serve our interests to 
approve a bad bill that the President 
intends to veto, but that is really not 
the issue here. Mr. Speaker, the issue 
is whether this body will be on record 
in support of a positive solution to 
what 40 years of multilateral negotia
tions have failed to achieve; that is, an 
opening up of the Japanese market. 

Mr. Speaker, a vote for fair and free 
trade would signal the world that the 
United States does not intend to blind
ly follow the slippery slope of managed 
trade. A debate on free trade will move 
the discussion away from simply pick
ing winners and losers and toward a 
trading system that benefits everyone. 

Mr. Speaker, there is more to our 
economic relationship with Japan than 
just auto parts and rice. Japan is a 
critical market for some things that 
come from my State of California: air
craft, agricultural products, and enter
tainment services, which are exported 
from California and other parts of the 
United States. Our two countries to
gether are responsible for about 50 per
cent of global GNP, a figure that could 
grow with a free trade agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, the February 17 issue of 
Business Week magazine contained the 
headline, "U.S. Industry Is a World 
Class Contender Again." A free trade 
agreement with Japan would help to 
lock in our competitive advantage 
while opening up markets for United 

States exports. At a mm1mum, we 
should be allowed to debate the ques
tion of whether the President should 
begin just preliminary discussions on 
the feasibility of such an arrangement 
with the Government of Japan. 

To do so, Mr. Speaker, I again urge 
my colleagues to defeat the previous 
question and allow this amendment to 
be made in order. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the amendment of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER] goes in a different direction 
from the focus of the bill. The chair
man of the subcommittee with juris
diction has agreed to hold hearings on 
this measure. If that does not suffice, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER] has the option of using the mo
tion to recommit for his purposes. 

Mr. Speaker, for purposes of debate 
only, I yield 6 minutes to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
well, here we are at long last talking 
about a critical issue-the economy in 
general and trade in particular. We 
have not really had a thorough airing 
of these issues since 1988, since the 
trade bill. There was not such in the 
presidential campaign of 1988, and 
there really has not been since then. 

Some might ask, why? They might 
say, well, the trade deficit is not quite 
as large as it used to be. But $60 to $70 
billion a year is very large, with an ac
cumulated $1 trillion trade deficit in 
the decade of the eighties. 

Mr. Speaker, 10 years, $1 trillion, and 
now $60 to $70 billion a year, most of it 
with Japan. 

Mr. Speaker, there are two views of 
how we approach this. One view was ex
pressed in the letter from Mrs. Hills. 
This is not a partisan matter. She ex
presses one view. Here is what she says: 

Working together we have made tremen
dous progress in creating jobs at home and 
new export opportunities abroad. 

She says "making tremendous 
progress in creating jobs at home." 
Where are those jobs? Good jobs are 
being shipped away. Per capita income 
dropped in the decade of the eighties. 

She also goes on to say, "H.R. 5100 is 
not the right way to open the Japanese 
market. Yes, more needs to be done, 
but we are on the right track." 

On the right track? What was the 
record of the first 4 months? The Unit
ed States had a trade deficit the first 4 
months of $16.7 billion-not million
billion, and of that, $15 billion was with 
Japan. 
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On the right track? A persistent 

trade deficit? And we are continuing to 
lose ground in key areas. 

Third, she says since 1988 we have 
opened the Japanese market for many 
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of America's most competitive exports, 
including, she says, opening up the 
Japanese market for autos and auto 
parts, for semiconductors and for wood 
products. Autos, foreign penetration in 
the second largest market in the world, 
Japan, is 3 percent; 30 percent in the 
United States, by Japan alone. 

Auto parts. The gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] and I have been 
working with others on this for 6 years. 
American auto parts penetration in the 
Japanese domestic market is about 1 
percent. It is less than that. That is 
opening up the Japanese market? 

Mrs. Hills' view, and I continue 
quoting from her letter, is that "H.R. 
5100 could lead to retaliation and trade 
contraction." There is another view, 
and that is that the United States 
should stop quivering in its boots. We 
are in the largest open market in the 
world. Japan relies on that. Every time 
somebody says "trade war" or "there 
will be retaliation," it is not becoming, 
attractive, appropriate, or effective for 
the United States to say "we are wor
ried somebody may retaliate." 

In January in Tokyo the President 
expressed concern. In June what we 
hea.r from Mrs. Hills is complacency. 
There is something basically wrong. 
Trade policy is not the whole case. No 
one cl~ims it is. When we have a $16 
billion deficit the first quarter in trade 
a~ $15 billion is witb Japan, tll.ere :U5 
something wrong. 

This bill attempts to strengthen our 
trade laws. H.R. 5100, for example, will 
renew Super 301, something ~ few of us 
Wil.ve bean working on for several yeai'S. 
Wll.at is wrong with Super 301? Mrs. 
Hills in her letter says we have made 
progress in supercomput.ers. We did so 
because they utilized Super 301. The 
same was true of wood products. 

This bill is not protectionist, H.R. 
5100. It is antiprotectionist. It d.oes not 
cl.ase markets, it will open them up. It 
will not stimulate a trade war. Instead, 
it will reduce unfair trade practices. 

Trade is not a Michigan problem. Our 
auto amendment comes later. Auto
mobiles are not a Michigan problem or 
a regional problem, they are a national 
problem, as is our overall trade deficit. 

The time has come to end talk. The 
time has come to end rosy, rosy pre
dictions. The time has come to stop 
saying things are better when they are 
worse. People do not want Mr. Goodfeel 
or Feelgood from us. They want us to 
fix what is broken. 

The trade laws are not ample, they 
are not strong enough. H.R. 5100 is a 
step forward toward a more- open trade 
policy and a stronger one. I urge adop
tion of H.R. 5100 as well as the Gep
hardt-Levin amendment that will come 
thereafter. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I simply say to my col
league, the gentleman from South 

Carolina [Mr. DERRICK], that it is dif
ficult to imagine that he is opposed to 
free and fair trade that is embodied in 
the amendment that I hope to offer. At 
the very least I would hope that he is 
committed to the concept of free and 
fair debate, and that is exactly what I 
am trying to bring about here. I would 
hope very much that he would support 
it. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I am not 
opposed to what the gentleman is 
doing. I am just telling him that there 
is a way to do it without working 
against the rule. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the distin
guished Republican chairman emeritus 
of the Committee on Rules, the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN]. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER], a very valuable member of the 
House Committee on Rules, for yield
tag time t-o me. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman made a 
valiant effort to get his amendment 
made in order in the Committee on 
Rules and it failed on a tie vote. It has 
merit. It should be made in order. I 
b,.ope the previous question is voted 
d-owo so that he can offer his amend
ment. 

Whether or not we believe in fair 
trade, free trade, we all know that the 
fence around the borders of Japan 
3hould be cut down and American prod
ucts go into that nation. We know that 
our ff;lp.ce is open to them, and fair is 
fair. He has pointed out very ably that 
agricultural products and fruits and 
other items of trade should be nego
tiated, allowing that input through 
th~t fence which has been outstanding 
for years and years and years. I hope 
the previous question is voted down. I 
hope he has an opportunitY to off-er his 
amendment. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
po.ses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
FORD]. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
we have waited too long to attack the 
unfair trade practices of the Japanese, 
but for the sake of the American auto 
industry and our entire national econ
omy, I say, "Better late than never." 

Japan's auto and auto parts markets 
are still closed to American manufac
turers. The keiretsu supply system, 
which shuts out non-Japanese compa
nies, is the reason the Upited States 
exported less than $1 billion of auto 
parts to Japan in 1990 at the same time 
they exported $10.6 billion in auto parts 
to the United States. That trade deficit 
costs us 200,000 middle-class manufac
turing jobs. 

The Gephardt amendment sets a 
limit on Japanese car exports to the 

United States and requires cars made 
in Japanese transplant factories in the 
United States to have 70 percent Unit
ed States content. By adopting Japan's 
own voluntary export limit and the 
content goal they them.selves pledged 
to achieve, we can be fair to Japan and 
protect our own interests at the same 
time. 

The people I represent have seen too 
many factories close, too many hard 
working neighbors lose their jobs while 
our Government sticks its head in the 
sand. Japan will not change its trade 
practices on its own. If we want fair 
trade, we have to take strong action 
and take it now. Vote for the Gephardt 
amendment and protect American jobs. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I am happy to yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from illinois [Mr. 
CR.ANE], the distinguished ranking 
member of the Subcommittee on Trade 
of the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the motion offered by the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER] to defeat tlw previous question 
so as to open the door up for what he 
has already described as positive de
bate on a very thorny question. That is 
resolving some of our trade differences 
with Japan. 

The fact of the matter is, trying to 
mandate legisiathrely, as is going to be 
proposed later this afternoon, percent
ages of numbers is not the right solu
tion. I have Motorola in my district, 
and Motorola labored for years to pene
trate that Japanese market, and today 
a majority of the cellular telephones 
used in Japan are manufactured by Mo
torola. They ha·ve demonstrated it is 
not an easy ma.rket tQ get into, there 
are impediments, but the positive ap
proach is the one recommended by my 
colleague, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DREIE;R]. 

Last year the chairman of our Sub
committee on Trade of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] and I co
sponsored a bill to do exactly what the 
gentleman is calling for. We have a 
broader bill in this year that would in
elude all of ·the Pacific rim countries 
from Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, 
Hong Kong, Malaysia, Thailand, Aus
tralia, New Zealand. to begin free trade 
negotiations with all of them. 
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That is a positive approach, and a 

positive approach in the most dynamic, 
explosive, economic, growth-oriented 
section of the world. 

The fact of the matter is this kind of 
an approach holds out hope for positive 
change. And the gentleman is not man
dating that there is going to be any 
resolution of this. What he is calling 
for is the administration to start the 
talks. It is going to take time to 
achieve the result he is trying for, but 
on the other hand, this is the way to go 
about it. 
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I would like to also just insert very 

quickly here some figures that ap
peared in yesterday's New York Times 
Business Day, dealing with auto
mobiles, which is another part of the 
debate that we will have later this 
afternoon. It says: 

* * * The Big Three captured 71.8 percent 
of all sales in June, up from 69.7 percent of 
all sales in the month a year earlier. That 
left the Japanese automakers with 22.7 per
cent of sales, including output from North 
American based transplants, down from 24.5 
percent a year earlier. 

We are making progress. The Dreier 
approach would guarantee that we 
have the opportunity for tapping into 
our second largest market. And I would 
urge my colleagues to support the de
feat of the previous question so that we 
can make the gentleman's amendment 
in order. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 4 minutes 
to the distinguished gentlewoman from 
Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS). 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
rule, legislation I authored and the En
ergy and Commerce committee acted 
on unanimously last year would extend 
authority for Super 301-perhaps the 
most effective weapon in our country's 
entire arsenal of trade laws. This im
portant authority, which requires our 
Government to prioritize unfair foreign 
trade practices and to take action if 
they are not corrected, has been in
cluded in the trade bill we will be con
sidering today. 

For those trade problems with for
eign governments currently not being 
addressed by the administration, the 
extension of Super 301 is a critically 
important step that Congress, and 
hopefully the President, must take. 

But in other areas such as Japan's ef
forts to open its market to competitive 
American autos and auto parts, the 
issue is not identification of problems, 
but instead, enforcement of commit
ments already made to deal with the 
problem. Earlier this year, the Presi
dent went to Japan and obtained a 
commitment to increase dramatically 
Japan's purchases of American made 
auto parts. This agreement included a 
commitment to increase to 70 percent 
by 1995 the percentage of American
made auto parts that would be used in 
vehicles produced at Japan's trans
plant manufacturing facilities located 
in the United States. 

Japan has made important commit
ments to the President that should 
benefit the United States auto and 
auto parts industry. Administration of
ficials have told me that the 70 percent 
commitment is clearly the most impor
tant commitment Japan has made on 
autos, and must therefore be carefully 
monitored and enforced. 

The trade bill now before us, unfortu
nately, does not contain sufficient au-

thority to ensure Japan lives up to the 
commitment it made. Unless we adopt 
the proposed amendment which I have 
worked closely with the majority lead
er in developing, we may never even 
know for ourselves whether Japan has 
implemented the commitment to 
produce vehicles in the United States 
with 70 percent American parts. Ja
pan's commitment and the potential it 
holds for creating American jobs is so 
great that it should not fail for lack of 
enforcement. 

Unless Japan makes dramatic 
changes soon to increase its purchase 
of auto parts in the United States, the 
American auto industry, the most im
portant manufacturing industry in our 
economy, will face certain and irrev
ocable decline. 

The American auto and auto parts 
industry employs directly more than 1 
million workers and millions more in
directly. One out of every six American 
workers are employed in jobs related to 
the auto and auto parts industry. 

The auto industry accounts for 12 
percent of our gross national product 
and is a major consumer of steel, semi
conductors, glass, textiles, machine 
tools, rubber, and other important 
products. 

But, this, our biggest manufacturing 
industry, is in serious trouble. General 
Motors, the world's largest auto manu
facturers, announced last December 
that it would close 21 of its plants and 
lay off more than 70,000 workers around 
the country. And, in 1990, the United 
States ran up a $31.1 billion auto trade 
deficit with Japan. Autos and auto 
parts account for about 75 percent of 
our current total trade deficit with 
Japan. 

The United States-Japan auto parts 
trade deficit has gone from $1 billion in 
1980 to $10 billion in 1990. Projections 
by the University of Michigan are that 
our auto parts trade deficit with Japan 
will jump to $22 billion in 1994. 

And why is this deficit increasing so 
rapidly? There are really two reasons. 
First, the Japanese market continues 
to be closed to American auto parts 
suppliers. Our firms exported less than 
$1 billion in auto parts to Japan last 
year. 

The second reason is that even 
though the major Japanese auto
makers have set up assembly oper
ations in this country, they import 
most of what they assemble here. And 
that's not all: In addition, they buy a 
great deal of auto parts from Japanese 
suppliers located right here in the 
United States. These Japanese suppli
ers also import a great deal of the com
ponents, parts, and materials sold to 
the transplants. Estimates are that 
only 20 percent of the total value of a 
Japanese transplant vehicle is actually 
sourced from American-owned parts 
suppliers that do not have an equity re
lationship with Japanese firms. 

Two witnesses at the Commerce Sub
committee's hearings, formed joint 

ventures with Japanese firms, at the 
request of Honda and Toyota, in a vain 
effort to sell them auto parts for use in 
their assembly plants here in the Unit
ed States. In both cases, the Japanese 
partner insisted the joint venture use 
Japanese equipment and components. 
And in both cases, prices were held 
below fair market levels, resulting in 
huge losses that ultimately the Amer
ican partner had to bear. 

In one case, Variety Stamping of 
Cleveland, OH, an American firm that 
attempted to sell to Honda, actually 
went bankrupt. Not only did it incur 
tremendous losses from the work it did 
for Honda, but it also lost contracts it 
had with American automakers, be
cause of the demands Honda put on it. 

One case involved Intermet, a found
ry company based in Atlanta, GA, with 
operations worldwide, serving Euro
pean and Asian as well as American 
automakers. According to Intermet's 
President, a Japanese firm that be
longed to the Toyota keiretsu, or fam
ily, used his company to foot the major 
costs of establishing a foundry here in 
the United States, and then purposely 
bankrupted the operation so that it 
could take it over at a fraction of its 
true value. 

The agreement the President got 
from Japan in January correctly says 
that Japan has got to buy more auto 
parts from American auto parts firms. 
The best place to start implementing 
that policy is with the seven Japanese 
auto transplant firms right here in the 
United States. 

Japan itself recognizes this fact. 
Japan has called on all of its auto 
transplant firms in our country to in
crease the American content of the 
cars they produce to 70 percent. This is 
an important goal. But, experience has 
clearly shown that goals Japan has set 
in the past are rarely achieved. That is 
why we need to enact this amendment. 

Under the amendment, a system 
would be established to monitor the 
progress of Japan's transplant manu
facturers in achieving the 70 percent 
commitment. A determination that a 
transplant manufacturer has failed to 
increase the American content of the 
cars they produce to 70 percent would 
trigger mandatory reta;liation by the 
United States under section 301. 

In addition, the amendment author
izes the President to enter into nego
tiations with Japan to limit Japanese 
auto exports to the United States to 
1.65 million units annually, for 7 years 
or until Japan's export limit to the Eu
ropean Community expires. Exports to 
the United States of 1.65 million units 
is the limit Japan has voluntarily set 
for its 1993 fiscal year ending March 31, 
1993. 

American auto parts sell strongly in 
every market of the world, except 
Japan. Our firms manufacture high 
quality auto parts. And, a recent study 
has shown that United States parts 
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producers have substantial cost advan
tage over the Japanese parts industry. 
There is no reason Japan should not 
buy from us, as does the rest of the 
world. I urge my colleagues to vote for 
this rule, the Gephardt amendment, 
and for the bill. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume to say that I am extraor
dinarily sympathetic with many of the 
concerns that have been raised here. 
And I think that Members are trying 
to take what they believe is the best 
approach. But what I am trying to 
offer with the amendment that I have 
proposed is a positive approach to 
eliminate barriers in both Japan and 
the United States so that we can in 
fact have a greater opportunity to get 
into the Japanese market. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to my 
very good friend, the gentleman from 
Del Mar, CA, [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], a 
hardworking member of the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
there are 400 million folks in Europe 
who are going to get involved in the 
trade market. The Asian community is 
very protectionist, and if we do not get 
involved in trade in the next decade, in 
fair trade and not free trade, then I 
think our economy is lost. 

Japan trade is free trade for the 
United States, and I agree with my col
leagues on the other side of the aisle. 
And I am not only sympathetic but I 
am supportive of many of the ideas 
that are coming across, the 1 percent 
auto penetration on parts and the in
dustries that have been destroyed, I 
agree with my colleagues fully. 

I do see the amendment of the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] as 
trying to open up our lines so that we 
can trade in the other direction. I 
know that we are concerned about the 
jobs. In the Merchant Marine and Fish
eries Committee we just had an issue 
come up where we have lost 157 tuna 
boats, and we are down to 3 now be
cause of not only trade with Mexico, 
but because of environmental concerns. 
We are losing about 600 jobs in San 
Diego, and my own administration is 
fighting that. So I am looking very 
closely at how many jobs we lose. 

But I think we really need to look as 
we get involved in trade in the future, 
which I believe this country is going to 
do; we need to establish a fair trading 
practice, and the Dreier amendment 
does this. That is why I support the 
Dreier amendment. And it is a biparti
san amendment. It failed by a tie vote 
in the Rules Committee, a 4-to-4 vote. 
So we need to take and at least debate 
this issue on the floor. 

I would support and ask my col
leagues from the other side and this 
side as well to support the defeat of the 
previous question and to allow us to 
trade in the other direction, toward 
Japan, and make it fair trade, not free 

trade, because Japan is skinning the 
United States alive. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. 
KAPTUR]. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, today the House will 
tackle the Super Bowl issue of world 
trade; namely, Japan's closed market 
practices in automotive trade. And let 
me just say that the link between 
trade and jobs is absolutely direct. For 
every $1 billion of goods that America 
exports someplace else, we create 23,500 
jobs here at home. 
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that we import, we create those jobs 
someplace else. As you look at how 
America has done over the last several 
years, we have moved into trade bal
ance with most nations of the world. 

With Western Europe, we hold a sur
plus, last year of over $16 billion. All 
those jobs were created here because 
we sell those goods elsewhere. And we 
have moved into trade balance with the 
Soviet Union, with Egypt, with Mexico, 
with Turkey, with Kuwait-and with 
Korea and Taiwan-our deficits have 
severely narrowed. 

But of all the 150 nations in the 
world, the United States deficit contin
ues to grow with one nation and sig
nificantly, and that nation is Japan. 

If you look at the composition of 
that deficit, last year it totaled over 
$66 billion, and resulted in jobs created 
there, not here. Most of that deficit
nearly half-was in the automotive sec
tor. 

This is the big nugget that we have 
to crack. If you think about the decade 
of the 1980's, our auto gap with Japan 
cumulatively totaled $282 billion, a 
overall loss of 5 to 7 million jobs in this 
country. 

This chart tells it all. It dem
onstrates which market is open and 
which market is closed to automotive 
goods. 

In our country today, nearly one
third of our auto market is composed 
of Japanese goods, but in Japan less 
than 3 percent of its automotive mar
ket comes from anyplace else in the 
world. 

Support the Gephardt-Levin amend
ment to H.R. 5100. It is a market-open
ing mechanism. America has waited 
long enough. Vote for Gephardt-Levin. 
Vote for jobs in America and open Ja
pan's closed procurement practices. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE], a 
very strong proponent of free trade. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I do rise in opposition 
to this rule and urge that we defeat the 

previous question so that we can de
bate and discuss the amendment which 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
California, offered in the Committee on 
Rules. That amendment is a sense of 
Congress that we ought to have, or we 
ought to negotiate, a free-trade agree
ment with Japan. 

It is interesting that I am speaking 
immediately following my friend and 
colleague, the gentlewoman from Ohio, 
with whom I share the cochairmanship 
of the congressional competitiveness 
caucus. We agree on a lot of things, but 
we have a very fundamental disagree
ment on the issue of how do we open up 
markets for trade, and what is the best 
approach for doing that. 

I think we see here today very clear
ly the juxtaposition in the approach 
being taken by the Gephardt-Levin 
amendment over on that side with the 
positive approach offered by Mr. 
Dreier. One side says we are fearful of 
the future, we do not believe American 
industry can compete, we must raise 
barriers, we must stop goods from com
ing into the United States, we have to 
raise those barriers, retaliate. It is the 
negative approach to opening up mar
kets. 

As my colleague from Ohio pointed 
out, we have a surplus with a number 
of other countries, with Mexico, with 
Egypt, with other countries such as 
that. 

What would we say if they were to 
say to us, "Well, you have a surplus 
and we have a deficit with the United 
States. We must stop the United States 
from selling more goods in our coun
try." 

Trade is not a zero-sum game. Trade 
is not something that you can abso
lutely even out with every single coun
try. 

The point is we are moving in the 
right direction, that of narrowing the 
trade gap. 

When are the people on the other side 
of the aisle ever going to understand 
that Smoot-Hawley did not work in the 
1930's, and it is not going to work 
today? 

The answer is a positive approach, 
something that helps make our indus
trial sector more competitive. That is 
what the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DREIER] is suggesting here today. 
It is the flip side of that negative ap
proach offered by the Democrats. It is 
one that says, yes, American industry 
can compete; yes, we can open mar
kets; yes, consumers can have choices 
and can have lower prices; and, yes, the 
people who work at the Honda plants 
in the United States and the Toyota 
plants in the United States can be 
proud of their jobs and proud of the 
products that they produce. 

I urge us to defeat the previous ques
tion and debate a positive approach to 
trade in this country. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes 
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to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
going to support the rule and support 
the bill. It is going to make us all feel 
good. It is going to do very little. 

America does not need another trade 
law. America should start out by en
forcing the trade laws that we have. 
That would be a novelty. 

I think it is time for Congress to ask 
themselves a question here today: Why 
would you invest $100 billion in your 
own hometown to manufacture widg
ets? You have OSHA, EPA, workmen's 
compensation, unemployment, pension 
law, banking regulations, security reg
ulations, minimum wage, health in
spectors. Why not just go to Mexico 
with no regulations and hire people all 
day at 50 cents an hour, and they are 
standing up in line? 

Now, that is where I do agree with 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER]. Instead of Congress develop
ing a so-called free-trade agreement 
with a nonregulated, bankrupt econ
omy that has no reason to buy our 
goods, why are we not trying to pene
trate Japan? And I give him credit. 

And I hope the leadership is telling 
me the truth, because I am going to 
stay with my leadership on this, but I 
do intend to follow through and make 
sure that the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DREIER] has an opportunity to 
bring his. program to the floor. 

I just want to state this. Today I was 
supposed to have a little more time, 
but I usually get screwed. 

I object to the selling off of America. 
I appreciate the time. 
I will say that again: I object to the 

selling off of America piece by piece to 
foreign interests who are beginning to 
own us lock, stock, and barrel. I object 
to the illegal trade practices of Japan 
and other nations who have taken this 
so-called free-trade business and made 
it a free-ride gravy train. I object to 
this free-trade agreement with Mexico 
and would advise Congress to follow 
the ideas of the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DREIER] on this issue and 
look at a free-trade agreement with 
Japan, and as a priority, before that. 

But, more importantly, this might 
get me in some trouble, but I object to 
a wimp Congress who has allowed our 
jobs to go overseas in record numbers, 
allowed bankruptcies in record num
bers and come back with token legisla
tive initiatives that might make us 
feel good, make us . ..go home and tell ev
erybody about what we are doing for 
our workers while they are in an unem
ployment line, stone cold busted. 

I will support the rule. I am going to 
support the bill. I am a little disturbed, 
as many people are in my district, with 
the fact that these laws are relatively 
streamlined with but few Americans 

writing them who seem to have a lock 
on what is good for our country. 

Our country is going to hell, and I 
object to these elitists who are writing 
all of our laws. 

This will be the last trade bill I will 
support, because Congress does not en
force the damn trade law that we have. 
We need a little more enforcement and 
less legislation. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 21/2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. APPLEGATE]. 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. I think eastern Ohio is going 
to have its word. 

I rise to support the Dreier approach 
to this, but in order to get to that, we 
have to defeat the previous question. 

I am going to support the bill, and I 
may well support the rule on this. But 
simply, I think what he wants to do is 
just to open up the Japanese ports of 
entry to American productivity, to 
open it up to free and fair trade. That 
is all we are asking for, to eliminate 
discriminatory practices, unfair prac
tices which the Japanese practice 
against U.S. products. 

Now, what is the matter with that? 
There is nothing wrong with that at 
all, and that is all that American in
dustry, that is all American workers 
are asking to do. 

Let me tell you this. America pro
duces a better quality product than 
any other country in the world includ
ing Japan, and we can do it at a better 
cost. America gets more out of their 
workers than the Japanese get. They 
get more out of their workers than any 
other country in the world gets. Yes, 
that is right. 

But, you know, the Japanese only 
play by their rules. They do not play 
by the American rules. They do not 
play by what is fair, and they certainly 
do not play by ours. 

The Japanese call the shots in the 
world market today on trade, and the 
White House and the Congress fall flat 
on their face every time the issue 
comes up. 

When are Americans going to wake 
up and tell their President and tell the 
Members of Congress that represent 
them to get the hell off their duffs and 
do something for them for a change? 

You know, they have a Japanese 
keiretsu, and that is a closed corporate 
society. Try to get into it. Ask T. 
Boone Pickens when he invested $1.25 
billion in buying a company over there. 

0 1150 

You cannot get in. They know how to 
play the game and the United States is 
nothing but a patsy to them. We allow 
them to buy our banks, our farms, our 
timber; Columbia Pictures, all those 
beautiful movies that we have looked 
at for so many years; Houston, New 
York, they buy everything that they 
want. 

Well, try to do that in Japan. I guar
antee you, they will throw you out of 
the country. That is what they did 
with Mr. Pickens. 

I say let us do something right for a 
change. Let us vote for America. 

I say support H.R. 5100. It may not be 
the best bill in the world, but at least 
it is a start. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule to consider H.R. 
5100 and urge Members to vote for it 
and vote for the previous question. 

Frankly, the proposal being offered 
by our colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle is simply more good inten
tions. If there is anything we can do 
less than legislate, it is to pass a sense
of-Congress resolution, and that is 
what my colleague proposes as his 
major tool to help out and for us to ad
dress this particular issue. 

Mr. DRIER of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I have very little time, 
but I will yield to the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. DRIER of California. I would say 
to the gentleman, Mr. Speaker, this is 
not a sense-of-Congress resolution 
which I am hoping to offer. 

It calls on the President within 60 
days of enactment to begin negotia
tions with the Japanese. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Minnesota 
has expired. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
additional minute to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. This President, as a 
Vice President and President, Mr. 
Speaker has had 12 years to address 
this particular issue, so I really do not 
think we ought to postpone this for 60 
days and then come back and try to re
visit it. I think that is a policy path 
that offer little prospect of hope to the 
American people. 

Mr. Speaker, what we need in this 
country is an economic strategy to 
deal with the problems as we have, and 
clearly part of that is a tough, effec
tive, fair foreign trade policy, not the 
assembly plants in this country with 
foreign parts, Mr. Speaker. We need a 
real manufacturing base in this coun
try. Every modern nation has estab
lished that as a criteria. We need it in 
terms of jobs. We need it in terms of 
our defense industries, we need it in 
terms of the welfare of this country 
and of our future, whether it is in tex
tiles, or a whole host of areas. We need 
the National Government engaged in 
trying to provide decent jobs and good 
wages and work for the people of this 
country, rather than jobs in boutiques 
and hamburger shops flipping burgers. 

We need real jobs, and the way we are 
going to get them is by pulling to
gether and recognizing where we are. 
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I have had plenty of problems in my 

area of Minnesota where Honeywell 
under the intellectual property proc
ess, under court cases, lost the entire 
camera business because someone took 
that intellectual property and used it. 
We get back a couple hundred million 
dollars and lost a multibillion-dollar 
industry to a country that did not re
spect the rights of our agreement. 

Mr. Speaker. it is time for a change. 
It is time to pass H.R. 5100 and this 
rule. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
might consume to say to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Minnesota, 
that what he has done is raise some 
very important concerns and questions, 
and what I am offering is a very posi
tive approach to try and deal with 
those concerns. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to 
yield 3 minutes to my friend, the gen
tleman from Copper Canyon, TX, Mr. 
ARMEY. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, we are in 
for a treat today. We are going to dis
cuss the issue of trade. It is in the dis
cussion of trade more than any other 
discussion we might have that a Demo
cratic majority, dominated as they are 
by the liberals in their caucus, will 
show their penchant for misinforma
tion, incorrect data, which they will 
pose as facts, and their utter contempt 
for the understanding of the American 
people, as they advocate protection
ism, the destruction of consumer 
rights, and the destruction of jobs in 
America. 

What is sad is that on this subject 
issue, normally sane and rational peo
ple on our side of the aisle sometimes 
tend to join them in their misunder
standing, their misrepresentation, and 
their misinformation. 

Be that as it may, Mr. Speaker, what 
we have is a bill brought by the Ways 
and Means Committee, with 23 Demo
crats and 13 Republicans, a bill that 
the committee used to delete a provi
sion offered by the majority leader 
which is absolutely insane and seen to 
be so by the committee. 

Now the majority leader has gone to 
the Rules Committee with its nine 
Democrats and its four Republicans 
and asked to have this insane provision 
that will destroy jobs all over America 
included in the rule and permitted on 
the floor to be offered and debated, 
while at the same time the Rules Com
mittee denied the right of the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] to 
offer one of the most sensible propo
sitions ever brought to this body to ex
pand trade, expand job opportunities, 
expand consumer rights of the Amer
ican people. 

We are not even allowed to introduce 
and discuss this positive thinking op
tion, while at the same time we are re
quired by this rule to discuss an option 
offered by the gentleman from Mis-

souri [Mr. GEPHARDT]. the distin
guished majority leader, that is so in
sane that it was even rejected by the 
majority of 23 people on the Ways and 
Means Committee. 

Now, we like to characterize this as 
the greatest debating society in the 
world. Mr. Speaker, it cannot be that if 
free, open, and complete debate is not 
allowed by the implementation of 
Democrat rules by the Democrat ma
jority on the Rules Committee. 

The only recourse left to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] if 
we are going to entertain any discus
sion about a sensible option for the 
American people is to ask us to vote 
"no" on the moving of the previous 
question so he can win the right as
sumed by most Americans to be his 
right, assumed by most Americans to 
be a right that will be naturally hon
ored in a democratic institution, he 
can win that right by a vote to offer 
his amendment so that the majority of 
Americans can have debated on this 
floor the amendment that might save 
their jobs and save their rights as con
sumers. 

Mr. Speaker, I say vote "no" on the 
previous question; vote for democracy. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very happy and privi
leged to yield 2 minutes to my very 
good friend, the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. RIGGS], a hard-working 
freshman Member of the so-called Gang 
of Seven. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, we are going to hear a 
lot of comments made today that will 
obviously smack of regional chauvin
ism, so let me get my disclaimer out of 
the way at the outset, with no dispar
aging comments meant toward my col
leagues from the Rust Belt. 

Let me just join with my colleagues 
from the Rules Committee, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER]. 
in stating that we are concerned about 
the impact of this legislation on our 
State of California, the gateway to the 
Pacific rim. Asian trade is obviously 
crucial to the welfare and the future of 
our regional economy in California. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, those of us 
who represent California believe that it 
is vitally necessary that we move in 
the direction of reciprocity in trade re
lations with the Japanese. We see the 
world as an ever smaller place and un
derstand that our businesses and indus
tries more than ever before are compet
ing in a global economy. That is ex
actly why we need an amendment, such 
as the Dreier amendment. It would 
incentivize our trading relations with 
the Japanese and narrow our trade gap 
with Japan. 

D 1200 
And incidentally, Mr. Speaker and 

colleagues, if we are further concerned 
about narrowing the trade deficit with 

the Japanese, it seems to me that we 
ought to get our fiscal house in order 
here in our Nation's Capital and stop 
relying on the Japanese and other for
eign investors to finance our budget 
deficit. 

Mr. Speaker, free trade does mean 
fair trade, but without the need to re
sort to protectionistic tactics such as 
we see in the Gephardt/Levin amend
ment, without the need to resort to 
tariffs, quotas, and duty fees. 

Let us have a fair rule, one that 
would permit the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DREIER] to offer his amend
ment, not a closed rule that would rec
ognize our economic relationship with 
Japan entails more than just auto
mobile parts and rice. 

Let us give our trade negotiators 
every means, let us put at their dis
posal every means to tackle the tough 
job of prying open foreign markets 
within Japan. 

Vote to defeat the previous question 
on the rule so that we can debate the 
merits of the Dreier amendment on the 
House floor. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I am happy to yield 3 minutes 
to my very good friend, the chairman 
of the Republican Research Commit
tee, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HUNTER]. who was originally from 
Colorado but now in from San Diego. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to vote 
against the previous question not be
cause I think that the trade amend
ment is too tough but because I think 
it is not tough enough. My amendment 
that would have limited the Japanese 
entry into the United States to about 
80,000 units a year, or about 150 percent 
of what they allow into their country, 
was denied by the Committee on Rules. 
But I am going to support the Gephardt 
amendment. 

And I guess the question I would ask 
my Republican colleagues is: "Do you 
want to come out of the recession?" I 
think we all do. With the auto industry 
being as important as it is and yet op
erating today at about 62 percent of ca
pacity, the conclusion that we must 
reach is if we do not bring about the re
covery of the American automobile in
dustry, we are going to be in a reces
sion for a long time. 

Now, I thought the Economic Strat
egy Institute's report was quite a good 
report, and that is going to be used by 
a number of people on both sides of the 
aisle to support H.R. 5100 and the do
mestic-content provision. 

But one point I would make to my 
Democrat friends is this: One aspect 
that Mr. Prestowitz addressed in that 
particular report was to the effect that 
the automobile industry suffers also 
not just because of unfair trading prac
tices with Japan but also because of 
the cost of capital in the United States 
to the tune of about $400 per vehicle. 
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So while a number of Republicans are 
agreeing with that particular amend
ment that is going to be offered, I 
think it is important for members of 
the Democrat leadership to realize that 
the cost of capital is something that 
ultimately they are going to have to 
come to grips with. 

Right now, the automobile industry 
provides about 4.5 percent of our gross 
national product; it provides about 1 in 
6 jobs in America; it employs about 6 
percent of our engineers and scientists. 
And the idea that we can sit idly by 
while this industry disappears under 
the weight of unfair Japanese trading 
practices is not one that we should em
brace. 

You know, it is ironic that the Mem
bers on the Democrat side of the aisle 
are offering this amendment in concert 
with a number of Republicans, but that 
it is not a Republican, primarily, spon
sored amendment because the Presi
dent received a commitment from Jap
anese leaders in January of 1992, when 
they said that they would, and they 
put this in writing, that they would in
crease domestic content in their trans
plant plants in America to 70 percent. 

That meant that more Americans 
would be working. 

What this amendment does is codify 
that commitment made by the Japa
nese. It gives meaning and value to the 
President's trip to Japan. 

Now, we as Republicans should want 
to do that, and we should be supporting 
the Theodore Roosevelt/Abraham Lin
coln/Prescott Bush position on tough 
trade and not adhering to the Grover 
Cleveland position that Mr. ARMEY re
ferred to and now embraces. 

If you want to give value to the 
President's trip and to his negotiations 
with the Japanese in this year, then 
support that amendment. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, there have been some 
very legitimate concerns raised here on 
the House floor. They have been raised 
in the Committee on Ways and Means 
and upstairs in the Committee on 
Rules, and I am sympathetic with the 
concerns that are shared throughout 
this country. 

Mr. Speaker, we are treated unfairly 
in markets throughout the world. It 
seems to me that the only way that we 
can deal with the unfair treatment 
that we have gotten in the past is to 
try and negotiate free-trade agree
ments. 

Mr. Speaker, anyone who is opposed 
to this concept is literally sticking 
their head in the sand. As we have wit
nessed over the past several years, the 
explosion of satellite technology, cel
lular telephones, jet travel, we have 
clearly seen the world shrink. We know 
that the United States of America can
not stand alone. 

Yes, we are the world's only complete 
superpower, militarily, economically, 

and geopolitically. But that will fade if 
we believe that we can stand alone. We 
cannot. We are watching, as my friend 
from California, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, said 
earlier, the emergence of EC '92 on De
cember 31 of this year. We have seen 
countries in Latin America unite in 
free trade agreements: 

We are right now in the midst of ne
gotiations for a North American free 
trade agreement among Canada, the 
United States, and Mexico. We have 
seen nations in the Pacific rim unite as 
trading blocs. And if we are going to 
try and benefit consumers and produc
ers, we have got to try to reduce trade 
barriers that exist between Japan and 
the United States of America. 

The proposal in H.R. 5100 is a very 
strong, harsh, and negative approach 
which, quite frankly, I oppose. It penal
izes American workers, it J;las other 
provisions in it which I believe would 
be very bad for U.S. consumers and 
producers. 

What I am trying to offer as an alter
native is a positive sign. 

Yes, my amendment goes in the op
posite direction of H.R. 5100. That is 
because this bill goes in the opposite 
direction of 40 years of U.S. trade pol
icy. 

My amendment offers what I truly 
believe is a very positive approach to a 
serious problem. It is not some bril
liant new idea that I came up with. 

Back in 1988 Mike Mansfield, the 
former majority leader of the United 
States Senate, who was ambassador to 
Japan, said that the wave of the future 
would be for us to move in the direc
tion of a United States/Japan free 
trade agreement. 

In the summer of 1988, in Foreign Af
fairs magazine, two former Secretaries 
of State, Cyrus Vance and Henry Kis
singer, united and wrote an article 
which strongly supports the concept of 
a free trade agreement with Japan. 

We have seen a wide range of people 
on both sides of the aisle support the 
concept of reducing those barriers. 
What it is that I am trying to do here, 
I am simply trying to get an oppor
tunity to offer my amendment. Mr. 
Speaker, up in the Committee on 
Rules, as has been said, we had biparti
san support, which is, frankly, very un
usual, bipartisan support for my at
tempt to offer this amendment. I failed 
on a 4-to-4 tie. 

My friend from South Carolina, Mr. 
DERRICK, managing this rule has said 
that I have an opportunity on the re
committal motion to bring this for
ward. But I really do not, because I am 
not a member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, I am not the senior 
member of that committee who op
poses this bill. 

So my right is not there. It has been 
ignored. 

We do, every Member of this House 
has an opportunity coming up to defeat 
the previous question so that I can in-

sert my amendment and do what many 
people on both sides of the aisle have 
argued in support of over the past sev
eral minutes, and that is the establish
ment of negotiations, just negotiating 
to bring about that agreement so that 
we can have the American producers 
say, "Yes, I do have an opportunity to 
sell this terrific product which I am 
manufacturing in Japan." 

That is all we want to create. I just 
want the chance to argue it here on the 
House floor. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge opposition to 
the previous question so that we will 
have an opportunity to insert this, and 
then we will be able to proceed with 
what I think should be a very clear and 
very fair debate. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, less 
than a week before the opening of the 
Democratic Convention, we are pre
sented today with a bill that seeks to 
make a partisan issue out of our cur
rent efforts to open up foreign markets 
and liberalize the rules of global trade. 

Just when our trade negotiators are 
within reach of agreements that will 
increase our exports and create more 
jobs in this country, we are being 
asked to vote on a measure that moves 
us in the opposite direction of adver
sarial trade in which every country 
loses. 

With the recent growth in the U.S. 
trade deficit, it is very tempting to 
turn away from the administration's 
market-opening trade strategy and 
start down the road of managed trade 
solutions to the problems facing our 
auto industry. 

The bill before us today, H.R. 5100, 
the Trade Expansion Act of 1992 offers 
Members a clear choice on the future of 
our trade policy: We can follow the 
present course of opening up foreign 
markets, including the Japanese auto 
market. Or, we can lock in mandatory 
trade investigations and procedures 
that will only invite retaliation from 
Japan and the European Community 
and jeopardize the progress of the on
going Uruguay round of global trade 
talks. 

I am well aware that last year was 
the worst year on record for the Big 
Three, and, as the supporters of this 
legislation point out, the Japanese 
market is not sufficiently open to our 
auto and auto parts exporters. 

But the majority of the companies 
making cars in this country have said 
that they do not need or want this leg
islation. I would also point out to my 
colleagues that any attempts today to 
freeze the total number of Japanese ve
hicles sold in this country will pit one 
company and its workers against an
other and invite retaliation against 
United States exports in overseas mar
kets. 

Some have maintained that restric
tions on imported Japanese vehicles 
and those manufactured in American 
transplant facilities are no different 
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than restrictions the European Com
munity established in its 1991 vol
untary restraint agreement with 
Japan. 

The text of the EC agreement, how
ever, tells a very different story: There 
are no restrictions on Japanese trans
plant production in the EC. The United 
Kingdom in particular insisted that no 
limits be put on the growing number of 
Japanese auto factories springing up in 
the English countryside. 

Faced with rising unemployment, 
local government authorities in Great 
Britain cannot afford to turn their 
backs on the jobs these plants create. 
Likewise, our local and State govern
ments find that it is in their interest 
to promote the construction of new 
transplant facilities in Michigan, Ten
nessee, Ohio, and other States. 

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned that im
plementation of this bill could provoke 
foreign counterretaliation against our 
exports. If, for example, Japan and the 
European Community were to impose 
higher tariffs against the largest Unit
ed States export sectors, we could lose 
up to $35 billion in exports-and some 
400,000 export-related jobs in my State 
of Michigan alone. 

This bill represents a shotgun ap
proach to the problem, with our own 
auto industry as the target. It is being 
touted as a shot across the bow of the 
Japanese. In reality, however, its adop
tion could mean higher costs to the 
American consumer and increased prof
its for all car manufacturers, including 
those based in Japan. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this market-closing, partisan bill that 
could jeopardize future job growth in 
this country. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time and urge a "no" ·vote on the 
previous question. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the resolu
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). The question is on or
dering the previous question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently, a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 247, nays 
167, not voting 20, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 

[Roll No. 270) 
YEAS-247 

Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 

Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 

Barnard 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Blackwell 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de Ia Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Guarini 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 

Allard 
Allen 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
B111rakis 

Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 

NAYS-167 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 

Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Ra.hall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 

Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasich 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 

Alexander 
Bonior 
Engel 
Frank (MA) 
Hatcher 
Hefner 
Jefferson 

Lagomarsino 
Lea.ch 
Lewis (CA) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marie nee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Morrison 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 

Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING--20 
LaFalce 
Lent 
Lewis (FL) 
Mollohan 
Nowak 
Ridge 
Savage 
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Slattery 
Traxler 
Washington 
Waters 
Weiss 
Wise 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Weiss for, with Mr. Lewis of Florida 

against. 

Mr. MORRISON changed his vote 
from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. PENNY changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MONTGOMERY). The question is on the 
resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 252, noes 163, 
not voting 19, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 

[Roll No. 271) 
AYES-252 

Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 

Bacchus 
Barnard 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
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Bilbray 
Blackwell 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de IaGana 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 

Allard 
Allen 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
BUley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

Horn 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 

NOES-163 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 

Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

Dannemeyer 
Davis 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
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Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasich 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lightfoot 

Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Morrison 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING--19 
Alexander 
Bonior 
Byron 
Carper 
Engel 
Frank (MA) 
Hatcher 

Hefner 
Jefferson 
Lent 
Lewis (FL) 
Ortiz 
Savage 
Slattery 

D 1448 

Traxler 
Washington 
Waters 
Weiss 
Wise 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Weiss for, with Mr. Lewis of Florida 

against. 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on H.R. 5100, the Trade Expan
sion Act of 1992. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1992 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MONTGOMERY). Pursuant to House Res
olution 510 and rule XXIII, the Chair 
declares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 5100. 

D 1250 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 5100) to 
strengthen the international trade po
sition of the United States, with Mr. 
VALENTINE in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] will be rec
ognized for 45 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] will 
be recognized for 45 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI]. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of H.R. 5100, The Trade Expansion 
Act of 1992, a bipartisan bill designed 
to strengthen the international trade 
position of the United States. When the 
bill was introduced 2 months ago, I ex
pressed the hope that H.R. 5100 would 
provide the vehicle for all of us to 
come together to tackle our Nation's 
trade problems. We have listened care
fully to concerns which were expressed 
about the introduced bill by the admin
istration and others. As a result, the 
bill was improved significantly as it 
moved through the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

The most significant change to the 
introduced bill was the deletion of the 
most controversial provision, which 
called for negotiated limits on the 
sales of Japanese automobiles in the 
United States. The committee also de
leted a sense-of-the-Congress provision 
which called on the President to look 
at countries that maintain persistent 
trade surpluses with the United States 
in designating priority countries and 
practices under the renewed Super 301 
authority. In addition to these signifi
cant deletions, the committee adopted 
several amendments, offered by Mem
bers on both sides of the aisle, to fur
ther improve our U.S. trade laws, par
ticularly as they relate to nonmarket 
economies and foreign unfair trade 
practices. 

Mr. Chairman, I am disappointed 
that, notwithstanding the significant 
changes in the introduced bill, the ad
ministration continues to be unwilling 
to work with the Congress to enact a 
meaningful trade bill. The administra
tion continues to oppose this bill as if 
none of these improvements had been 
made. I am gratified, however, that a 
number of my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle now recognize this bill for 
what it is-a useful tool to open mar
kets abroad without closing them here 
at home. 

Unfortunately, the administration 
would prefer not to have any trade bill 
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this year, preferring for us to wait 
until the Uruguay round of the GATT 
and a North American Free-Trade 
Agreement can be successfully nego
tiated. As a Member who supported the 
extension of fast-track authority to 
pursue such negotiations and who 
worked diligently for its passage, I 
don't believe we can afford to wait any 
longer. We have waited patiently for 
over 18 months while one deadline after 
another has passed in Geneva. In my 
opinion, passage of this legislation will 
send a strong signal to our trading 
partners about the importance the 
United States places on open markets 
and could well provide the necessary 
impetus to get the GATT negotiations 
finally moving forward again. 

Furthermore, we all recognize that 
neither the Uruguay round nor the 
NAFTA, even if successfully nego
tiated, will fundamentally address our 
major trade problem-that is, our 
country's persistent trade deficit with 
Japan. As the Uruguay round continues 
at an impasse with the European Com
munity over agricultural subsidies, our 
economic situation continues to dete
riorate. Increasing numbers of United 
States jobs are being lost due to layoffs 
and plant closings as the United States 
continues to absorb more and more 
Japanese imports, while the Japanese 
market has been opening only slowly, 
if at all, for United States exports, par
ticularly in the automotive sector. 

While the United States trade deficit 
with the world has been cut in half in 
recent years, our deficit with Japan re
mains stubbornly high. The United 
States trade deficit with Japan was $57 
billion in 1987. Despite the administra
tion's claims of success about opening 
the Japanese market, the trade deficit 
with Japan remained at $43 billion last 
year. Over two-thirds of that deficit 
was in autos and auto parts. Our trade 
deficit with Japan is expected to wors
en again this year. Meanwhile, Japan's 
trade surplus with the rest of the world 
was $78 billion last year, up from $64 
billion in 1990. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that H.R. 
5100, as reported by the Committee on 
Ways and Means, is both responsive to 
the trade problems this country is fac
ing and is responsible. The provisions 
are consistent with our international 
trade obligations. 

The bill would extend the Super 301 
authority which was enacted in the 
1988 omnibus trade bill and proved ef
fective in opening markets during its 2-
year existence. Its extension will give 
the administration an important tool 
to pry open foreign markets which are 
now closed to U.S. exports. The bill 
also incorporates the provisions of the 
Trade Agreements Compliance Act, 
which provides an effective mechanism 
for private parties to work with the 
Government to ensure that market
opening commitments made by our 
trading partners are fully carried out. 

The bill seeks to open the Japanese 
market to United States exports of 
automobiles and automobile parts 
through the mandatory initiation of a 
section 301 investigation and negotia
tion of an access agreement. Such an 
agreement should remove existing bar
riers to United States exports of motor 
vehicles and parts, and provide for the 
prompt implementation and enforce
ment of prior commitments made by 
the Japanese Government in this im
portant sector. 

The bill also creates a more effective 
mechanism for preventing circumven
tion of outstanding antidumping and 
countervailing duty orders. It also in
cludes a number of other provisions to 
strengthen these laws in a GATT-con
sistent manner. The bill also expresses 
the congressional position that the ad
ministration must remain strong in re
sisting efforts to fundamentally weak
en the dumping and countervail laws in 
the Uruguay round. 

Among the other important provi
sions in the bill are the Customs Mod
ernization Act, which the Committee 
on Ways and Means carefully crafted, 
in consultation with all interested par
ties, to streamline customs procedures 
for processing merchandise to the bene
fit of both the Government and the pri
vate sector. The bill also includes a 
mandate to negotiate international 
agreements to address the trade prob
lems resulting from private anti
competitive behavior, a strengthening 
of the authorities to promote adequate 
protection of intellectual property 
rights by foreign countries, and a pro
vision to extend the enforcement au
thority for the recently negotiated 
agreements on machine tools with 
Japan and Taiwan. 

Mr. Chairman, I recognize that H.R. 
5100, even in its improved form, is not 
the answer to all of our Nation's trade 
problems. I strongly believe, however, 
that this bill represents a critically 
important step forward in resolving 
these problems. We must work to
gether to put our economic house in 
order and this legislation can contrib
ute significantly to that end. 

I urge bipartisan support for this vi
tally important trade bill. 

0 1300 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I strongly oppose H.R. 

5100. 
Thump, thump, thump. Here we go 

again, the sound of the approaching 
drums ordering our forces to the front 
lines of protectionism. Enactment of 
this legislation would threaten U.S. 
competitiveness and undermine cur
rent bilateral and multilateral negotia
tions. 

Mr. Chairman, protectionism histori
cally has never worked to achieve the 

goals of its proponents. This legislation 
discriminates against some American 
workers and erodes our export poten
tial, export potential that has created 
over 70 percent of all of the new jobs in 
this country in the last 40 months. The 
President is certain to veto it. 

Why do some advocate legislation 
that carries such risks? The answer is 
simple. Japan. Because of aggressive 
production and export policies, Japan 
has established an economy that is 
both admired and feared. 

But, let's get the facts straight. 
Japan does account for a large part of 
our overall trade deficit; however, the 
United States trade imbalance with 
Japan fell from a peak of $60 billion in 
1987 to about $40 billion in 1990. 

The fact remains that Japan is our 
largest market for exports of agricul
tural products and our second largest 
export market overall. 

In auto parts alone, Japan has in
creased its purchases from $1.7 billion 
in 1986 to $10.5 billion in 1991. Japanese 
firms have pledged to buy $19 billion by 
1994. 

Yes, there has been progress. Not 
enough, but we must continue to pur
sue this aggressive approach to open 
the Japanese markets and to encourage 
more purchases of our products. 

H.R. 5100, however, has generated op
position from U.S. businesses, farmers, 
and consumers. It is opposed by more 
than 30 trade associations and other 
groups. 

Later today, a discriminatory auto 
amendment, offered by Congressmen 
GEPHARDT and LEVIN on behalf of do
mestically owned auto producers, will 
likely be added. 

American workers in transplants 
firms, already disadvantaged in the bill 
as reported, will suffer further harm. 
We cannot allow the dead weight of 
this legislation to drag down our econ
omy and to pit one American worker 
against another. 

U.S. trade policy should be grounded 
in tough negotiations and trade laws 
that protect all workers equally. 

This bill does none of these things. 
Also, the bill relies on directed 
scorekeeping, a violation-a clear vio
lation-of the budget agreement. 

This is not the time to undermine 
our efforts in the Uruguay round and 
the NAFTA. Senior advisors to the 
President, including Ambassador Hills, 
have stated clearly that they will rec
ommend a veto. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to op
pose H.R. 5100. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 5100. 

As world events continue to unfold, 
it is becoming clearer and clearer that 
our national security in the 21st cen-
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tury will be as dependent on our eco
nomic vitality as our military might. 
We have already demonstrated that we 
are the preeminent military power in 
the world. Now, we must concentrate 
on expanding our economic opportuni
ties throughout the world. 

We can start today by passing the 
Trade Expansion Act. This legislation 
begins the process of putting teeth 
back into our trade laws. It requires 
the administration to be more aggres
sive in removing unfair trade barriers. 
It makes it clear that the U.S. Con
gress is serious about opening new 
markets and creating new job opportu
nities for Americans. 

Our success overseas was one of the 
few bright spots of 1991. When the rest 
of the economy was fairly static, U.S. 
exports continued to increase. The 
United States sent 422 billion dollars' 
worth of goods overseas last year-a 
new record. This success was achieved 
despite the many and pervasive bar
riers to trade that exist in Europe, 
Asia, and South America. 

But, we can and should do more. 
American industries can compete with 
anybody if the international market
place is fair. Our Government must 
give them that opportunity. This bill 
will put Government back on the side 
of American industry and American 
workers. 

Mr. Chairman, I also want to high
light a particular provision of H.R. 5100 
which is very important to rice grow
ers in northern California. Section 103 
of the bill seeks to open up new mar
kets in Japan, Korea, and Taiwan for 
American rice products. 

Freer rice trade has the potential to 
bring in an additional $1 billion in rev
enue for the U.S. rice industry. That 
means jobs at the farm level, jobs at 
the service level, and jobs in the truck
ing and shipping industries. 

These barriers to rice trade are in 
clear violation of the GATT as well as 
our own trade laws. Yet, each of these 
countries has rejected overture after 
overture to negotiate freer trade for 
U.S. rice products. 

The Trade Expansion Act will force 
the United States Trade Representa
tive to bring Japan, Korea and Taiwan 
to the table to negotiate an agreement 
on rice trade. If they do not, then the 
Trade Representative will be required 
to respond through trade sanctions or 
through the suspension of existing 
trade concessions. 

Finally, I want to commend Chair
man ROSTENKOWSKI and Majority Lead
er GEPHARDT for their leadership in 
bringing a sound trade bill to the floor 
today. H.R. 5100 is a fair trade bill that 
promotes business and job opportuni
ties in the United States. I urge my 
colleagues to support this important 
measure. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
81/2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. CRANE]. the respected rank-

ing member on the Subcommittee on 
Trade of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my minority leader for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is little more 
than a rag tag collection of special in
terest trade provisions. Antagonizing 
our trading partners, on the eve of the 
culmination of two major trade nego
tiations, amounts to nothing more 
than election year mischief making. 
We owe our constituents more than to 
sacrifice the greater good of export-led 
economic growth for the isolationist 
trade policies of H.R. 5100. 

I wish to remind my colleagues that 
the stakes are high. Designed to under
mine the President's trade policy, H.R. 
5100 would jeopardize the outcome of 
the Uruguay round of trade talks. 
Scheduled for completion early next 
year, 108 nations are seeking agree
ment on rules to modernize and 
strengthen the global trade system. No 
one disagrees that it has been a tedious 
and difficult process trying to find 
common ground among so many cul
tures and governments. 

But success is within sight. The draft 
text, if ratified, holds the potential for 
a one-third reduction in tariffs and 
quotas worldwide. As the world's great
est exporter, the U.S. economy has the 
most to gain of any country. Prying 
open these foreign markets to U.S. ex
ports is anticipated to create $1.2 tril
lion of growth in our economy. Ambas
sador Hills reminds us this is like issu
ing a check to every American family 
of four for $17,000, payable over the 
next 10 years. 

H.R. 5100, however, darkens the sky 
for this prospect. By extending the 
Super 301 statute so that USTR is re
quired to post a list of trading enemies 
and threaten retaliation weeks before 
the President must come to closure on 
the Uruguay round agreement is to 
doom the effort. It also seriously 
threatens the NAFTA negotiations 
where the United States has even more 
to gain. 

Similarly, it makes no sense to legis
late unilaterally in the dumping area 
at this delicate time. U.S. negotiating 
objectives in dumping have been ham
mered out between the administration, 
Congress, and the business community. 
Balancing the interests of all con
cerned, domestic producers as well as 
U.S. industries who are battling pro
tectionist dumping statutes in their 
export markets, has been a hard fought 
exercise. 

We need to let the negotiations O'n 
dumping and subsidies be completed. 
Otherwise, we disrupt these negotia
tions and subject our own producers 
and exporters to unpredictable and 
ever changing rules. H.R. 5100 would 
expand the current circumvention law 
so that many innocent firms would be 
subject to fines for engaging in normal 

business practices. These rules would 
have to be changed again next year 
when Congress implements the results 
of the Uruguay round. 

Another onerous provision of this bill 
is the mandatory 301 action in only two 
sectors-rice and auto parts. This is 
clearly discriminatory and diminishes 
the market access objectives of a myr
iad of other U.S. industries. All sectors 
of the economy deserve equal protec
tion under our trade laws. In my view, 
it is not appropriate to give foreign 
governments the impression that Con
gress cares most about only two sec
tors of our vast economy. 

Arguments over the auto and auto 
parts issue have been vocal and in
tense. This industry, which is supply
ing the momentum behind H.R. 5100, 
has become increasingly expansive in 
its demands for special treatment. Al
ready, it has enjoyed more than 10 
years of quota protection. As we found 
with the steel industry, such protec
tion merely breeds noncompetitiveness 
and the desire for more protection. 

Furthermore, discrimination against 
auto workers employed by Japanese 
owned auto parts firms still haunts the 
bill. Under the provision demanding a 
mandatory section 301 for auto parts, 
USTR is charged with negotiating im
provements in market access only for 
U.S.-owned auto parts companies. The 
economic future of U.S. workers em
ployed by foreign owned firms-even if 
these workers do the same job just 
across the street in the same town-is 
apparently not important. 

The list of problems in H.R. 5100 is a 
long one. It includes a unilateral in
crease in bound tariff rates on iron and 
steel pipe and tube that could entitle 
our trading partners to retaliate 
against other U.S. industries of their 
choosing. Also in the bill is a provision 
creating a redundant review of existing 
trade agreements that would cost 
money and tie up even more of USTR's 
resources in redtape. 

Rather than pursuing the failed poli
cies of H.R. 5100, Congress should move 
on proposals that will enhance U.S. 
trade interests, benefit the U.S. econ
omy, add to the export-led recovery, 
and create jobs. Completing and imple
menting the NAFTA and tl).e Uruguay 
round, early passage of the Customs 
Modernization Act and enactment of 
procedures to more effe~tively deal 
with State-controlled economies in the 
post-U.S.S.R. era are more appropriate 
priorities for Congress than H.R. 5100. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no on 
H.R. 5100 because it is a counter
productive, inward looking piece of leg
islation which will damage the Amer
ican economy. 

0 1310 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 

minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SCHULZE], a respected 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 
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Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that the 
legislation before us, H.R. 5100, incor
porates proposals which I have been 
working on for many years. 

The first such provision serves to en
hance the protection of U.S. intellec
tual property rights by amending the 
existing special 301 statute. 

Current special 301 is geared more to
ward ensuring protection for patents 
after they have already been granted. 
This is especially important in dealing 
with patent piracy in developing na
tions. 

We must now realize that many de
veloped nations have become quite 
adept at using so-called pre-grant pat
ent abuses to unfairly delay or prevent 
the issuance of patents to foreigners, 
thus stifling trade. 

Because effective intellectual prop
erty protection is key to a firm's abil
ity to market products abroad, I have 
long stressed the need for global patent 
law harmonization. 

With harmonization comes more pre
dictability and better intellectual 
property protection; and with better 
protection U.S. exports and U.S. jobs 
will flourish. 

My proposal directs the U.S. Trade 
Representative to enter into negotia
tions with those countries using their 
patent systems as barriers to U.S. 
goods. This proposal will prod stalled 
global harmonization talks and help 
defend American exporters. 

I am also pleased to have authored 
modifications to section 406, a provi
sion of the 1974 Trade Act designed to 
redress U.S. market disruption caused 
by imports from Communist-and now, 
state controlled economy-countries. 
Given ongoing changes in Eastern Eu
rope and elsewhere, H.R. 5100 enhances 
the ability of U.S. industry to seek re
lief from market disruption and injury 
caused by imports from state-con
trolled economies. 

While most of the so-called econo
mies in transition have little to export 
to the United States now, the increas
ingly dire need these countries have for 
hard currency will lead them to dump 
as many products as quickly as pos
sible, into the hospitable U.S. market. 
When this occurs, the value of a 
strengthened section 406 will become 
more apparent. 

The Trade Expansion Act also in
cludes an important proposal advanced 
by Mr. McGRATH to combat the cir
cumvention of U.S. antidumping and 
countervailing duty orders. When a 
U.S. producer spends several hundred 
thousand dollars to prove a foreign 
competitor is dumping or subsidizing, 
that producer deserves a guarantee 
that the orders will be enforced. 

Lastly, including both the Trade 
Agreements Compliance Act and a 
super 301 extension in H.R. 5100 rep-

resent positive steps. These provisions 
will put our trading partners on notice 
that our market access efforts are not 
merely a passing fancy, but are here to 
stay. Foreign countries will also know 
that when they do sign trade agree
ments with the United States, foreign 
compliance with such agreements is 
going to be subject to even greater 
scrutiny. 

H.R. 5100 is not perfect, and the fact 
that it is being debated in a heated 
election year certainly complicates 
matters. However, it makes no sense 
for us to sit back and wait for the 
everelusive GATT Holy Grail to pro
tect our interests, especially when the 
very survival of that body remains in 
serious doubt. 

At this stage of the consideration 
process, I will support H.R. 5100. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. MAZZOLI]. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI] for yielding me this 
time, and I commend him on bringing 
the bill up, and commend, too, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], 
chairman of the Trade Subcommittee. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in very strong 
support of this bill. I think that it 
could be fairly said that H.R. 5100 is a 
trade crowbar to pry open Japanese 
markets which are today closed to 
quality-made United States products. 

H.R. 5100 is also a trade bulldozer to 
bulldoze down those hills and level the 
trade playing field in order that our 
quality-made U.S. goods, such as the 
Ford big trucks and the Ford Explorer 
vans which are made in Jefferson Coun
ty, my district, are able to find a prop
er niche in the foreign . markets to 
which they are entitled. 

So this trade crowbar, this trade 
bulldozer is very important for my 
community and all communities in 
America. 

I want to salute particularly the re
vival for 5 more years of the Super 301 
provision. Under it, investigations are 
ordered of countries which practice un
fair trade tactics against the United 
States. 

If negotiations do not end those un
fair tactics, then trade retaliation is 
provided. A special 301 investigation is 
ordered under the bill, H.R. 5100, deal
ing with the U.S. auto and auto parts 
industries and how they are affected by 
Japanese trade practices. 

I would say that of all the bills we 
will have in this Congress that have a 
very positive effect on U.S. trade posi
tions in the world and on the jobs of 
American workers making American 
products, I can think of no other bill 
than H.R. 5100 which will enable these 
U.S. products and these working men 
and women to have a better future. 

I, therefore, rise in very strong sup
port of the gentleman's bill. I am also 
in favor of the Gephardt-Levin amend-

ment which will come up later. This is 
an excellent bill, and I urge its support. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. THOMAS], a respected member 
of the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Texas, the distinguished ranking mem
ber of the Ways and Means Committee, 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, a few moments ago 
one of our colleagues took the well and 
talked about the preeminence of Amer
ican military power and how proud he 
was of that. I know from watching his 
votes he has done a pretty good job of 
bringing that about. 

But I have to tell you that a number 
of people who are going to vote for this 
measure did not help us bring about 
the preeminence of American power. 
That we did it despite the way they 
voted. I guess we are going to have to 
do the same thing on this trade bill. 
History is going to repeat itself. 

Despite their best intentions, I hope 
we do not allow them to screw up our 
trade structure. The logic of this bill is 
as twisted as the soon to be offered, 
mandated, voluntary restraint agree
ment, and that is right, I did not make 
a mistake, it is a mandated, voluntary 
restraint agreement. It has to do with 
automobiles. 

If anybody thinks the automobile 
business is easy to understand today, 
they simply do not know the business. 
For example, if you will take a look at 
the top 10 cars being purchased in the 
United States today, guess what is the 
No. 1 seller. A pickup truck made by 
Ford Co. In fact, if you look at Ford, 
they have four cars in the top 10, ex
cuse me, not cars as we know them his
torically. They have only one car, and 
that is a Taurus. They have the Ford 
pickup that I mentioned, they have the 
Ford Explorer, which is a sports-utility 
vehicle, and they have the Ford Rang
er, which is a smaller pickup. Those 
are the cars that people are buying. 

We have talked about Chrysler, and if 
you look at the old Big Three, back in 
1981, Chrysler was in front of this body 
asking for a bailout so they could have 
enough money to build the K-car plat
forms. Guess what, this fall, 1993, they 
are introducing the LH body, which is 
the follow-on to the K-car. 

0 1320 
That is more than 10 years between a 

white sheet of paper car in as competi
tive a business as automaking. 

Why is it called the LH? Some people 
refer to it as the "last hope" of the 
Chrysler Corp., with good reason. 

What we hear about GM is that they 
are closing plants all over the United 
States. What you are not hearing is 
that they are looking for additional 
line capacity to produce a car, addi
tional line capacity for the Saturn. The 
Saturn is more revolutionary for how 
it is built, rather than what it is. 
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Frankly, if the American automobile 

industry would understand that put
ting on voluntary restraints would put 
them back to sleep, would put us back 
to the early eighties when the Japa
nese were told they had to have vol
untary restraints, fails to focus on suc
cess and dwells on failure. 

New cars as Chrysler is doing and 
new ways of making them as GM's Sat
urn is the right way. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
additional minute to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. I thank 
the gentleman. What happened the last 
time we had true voluntary restraints 
from the Japanese was that they went 
up market, simply made a ton of 
money, reinvested that in the auto
mobile sector and Toyota wound up 
producing the Lexus and Nissan wound 
up producing the Infiniti, and I wonder 
where those cars are today in terms of 
the upper market level. As you might 
guess-leading the pack. 

Please, do not repeat the mistake. Do 
not put on a mandated voluntary re
straint so that the American auto
mobile industry falls even farther be
hind. Competition is what produces the 
vehicles that allow us to sell in the 
marketplace. 

For those of you who are concerned 
about possible retaliatory aspects of 
this bill, especially those of you in the 
agricultural sector, be fully aware that 
the American Farm Bureau opposes 
this bill. Farm interests are not helped 
by this bill. They oppose this bill. 

I would urge you to vote no on the 
amendment to include mandated vol
untary restraints, and I would urge you 
to vote no on the bill itself. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, today, I 
rise in support of H.R. 5100, the 1992 
Trade Expansion Act, or more appro
priately put, the Jobs for Americans 
Act. 

The No. 1 concern of our constituents 
is the economic future of our Nation 
and its impact on jobs. 

From forging plants to computer fa
cilities the key to prosperity is job pro
ducing growth. Protectionism does not 
preserve and expand employment. As 
opponents of this bill are quick to 
state, 70 percent of U.S. growth has 
come from exports over the past 4 
years, which are creating over 2 mil
lion jobs. 

President Bush has led our Nation to 
become the No. 1 exporter in the world, 
with over $610 billion in goods and serv
ices expected this year. Each $1 billion 
in exports means an additional 20,000 
jobs for Americans. It is the goal of 
H.R. 5100 to increase that mount. 

Yet the industries which have led 
this surge in growth are the same ones 

now at risk to unfair trade practices by 
offshore producers. Free and fair trade 
does not mean ignoring these abuses 
with a naive belief that the market 
will heal itself. If we are to have true 
market access for all producers such 
aberrations cannot be allowed to con
tinue. We must become pragmatic to
ward trade. Despite our efforts the 
United States trade imbalance with 
Japan increased $2.4 billion in 1991. The 
bill makes it easier for American com
panies to prove material injury result
ing from unfair trade practices, now re
quired under U.S. law before relief can 
be obtained. This means jobs for Amer
icans. This is especially true for manu
facturers such as steel, bearings, tex
tiles and semiconductors, that find it 
difficult to prove injury due to the na
ture of their business cycle. Prag
matism means arming ourselves to re
spond when countries act irresponsibly 
in how they conduct trade. 

For the past 4 years I have been in
volved with the Uruguay round and 
NAFTA negotiations. Opponents argue 
this bill will compromise those talks. 
In fact, H.R. 5100 will improve our ne
gotiating posture. It will convince 
other nations that the U.S. will not 
tolerate unfair trade practices. 

Our Government has already agreed 
to a provision in the existing GATT± 
Dunkel text that will mandate congres
sional changes to U.S. domestic laws in 
order to comply with GATT panel deci
sions. This is an abrogation of our con
stitutional legislative authority. 

H.R. 5100 corrects that matter. In
cluded is a change to U.S. negotiating 
objectives regarding the dispute settle
ment process. It directs our nego
tiators to refuse any foreign demands 
for the creation of an international tri
bunal that would mandate congres
sional action on their decisions. 

These reforms embodied in H.R. 5100 
are vitally important to U.S. manufac
turers and to the preservation of jobs 
in the United States. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. SUNDQUIST], a respected 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the ranking Republican Member 
for yielding me this time so gener
ously. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 5100. There obviously are good fea
tures in this piece of legislation, but 
there are also some bad features in this 
legislation, and I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 5100 for the simple reason that it 
is a job killer, not a job creator. 

Let me give you an example. It con
tains a provision which attacks nearly 
every U.S.-based manufacturing plant 
owned by a foreign company. One of 
these facilities is in my district, a 
Brother typewriter plant in Bartlett, 
TN, a plant that provides 800 very good 
jobs to Tennesseans and creates an in-

vestment of more than $27 million for 
our local economy. 

Brother would not have been able to 
do that if legislation like H.R. 5100 had 
been in effect, and it may not be able 
to continue providing good jobs in Ten
nessee if H.R. 5100 becomes law. 

It is one thing to pass trade laws 
which require our foreign partners to 
play fair. I am for that. We are all for 
that, but we can be tough with our 
trade partners without making things 
tough on American workers. 

This bill is a prime example of why 
Americans view us with suspicion. It is 
political posturing to say that H.R. 
5100 is aimed at foreign companies, 
when it will be American workers who 
get it right between the eyes. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge rejection of 
H.R. 5100. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. PEASE]. 
M~ PEASE. Mr. Cha~man, I wo~d 

like to commend Chairman ROSTEN
KOWSKI for putting together this trade 
bill, and I wish to express my gratitude 
for his inclusion of language from H.R. 
3272. This is a measure which I intro
duced during the first session of the 
102d Congress and which is designed to 
improve the administration of domes
tic antidumping and countervailing 
duty laws. I think it is safe to say that 
many have felt for quite some time 
that the U.S. trade code on dumping 
and subsidies has been in need of the 
sort of adjustment and fine tuning that 
this language aims to achieve. 

Additionally, would like to note that 
H.R. 5100 contains language from an
other bill I was involved in writing, 
that is H.R. 3935, the Customs Mod
ernization and Informed Compliance 
Act. This measure was crafted through 
many long hours of tough negotiations 
among the joint industry group, the 
U.S. Customs Service, the National 
Treasury Employees Union, the cus
toms brokers, and other interested par
ties. In short, H.R. 3935, as incor
porated into H.R. 5100, strikes a good 
and fair balance among the likes and 
dislikes of all affected players and in so 
doing serves as an example of how leg
islative policy should be made. 

Finally, I would like to express my 
support for the Gephardt-Levin amend
ment to H.R. 5100. This amendment 
would merely attempt to hold the Jap
anese to the promises they made with 
regard to automotive trade in January 
of this year. Congressmen GEPHARDT's 
and LEVIN's amendment is crafted in 
such a way to accomplish this without 
establishing quotas and without nega
tively impacting transplant production 
or American workers employed in Jap
anese transplants. 

It is my belief that we cannot ignore 
the fact that in 1991, the United States 
ran a $66.2 billion trade deficit, and 
more importantly, that 45 percent of 
this imbalance was due to United 
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States-Japan trade in automobiles and 
auto parts. Furthermore, foreign pro
ducers have been able to capture only 3 
percent of the Japanese domestic car 
market. 

To add insult to injury, the European 
Community now has a market share 
agreement with Japan, the effect of 
which is likely to be the direction of 
more Japanese auto products toward 
the United States market. 

This amendment provides a measured 
approach to a longstanding problem in 
United States-Japan trade relations, 
that is, a market access problem, 
which, without direct legislative atten
tion, has not improved over time. 

D 1330 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. GRANDY], a respected member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. GRANDY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in reluctant opposition to H.R. 
5100. While I support several compo
nents of this bill, including the Cus
toms Modernization and Trade Agree
ment Compliance Acts, and provisions 
regarding end use certificates for im
ported grains and strengthened provi
sions regarding the threat of injury 
from foreign trade practices-the re
mainder of this bill requires me to op
pose it. It is untimely, highly discrimi
natory, possibly violative of our inter
national obligations, and adverse to 
our Nation's economic interests. In
stead of promoting the flow of exports 
from our country, the sole motivation 
of this bill is to close our borders to 
products from other nations, particu
larly one nation, Japan. 

My primary concerns with H.R. 5100 
are retaliation and precedent. Japan is 
our No. 1, by far, agricultural export 
market. In 1991 we had a trade surplus 
in agriculture with Japan of $7.4 bil
lion-$7.7 billion of United States ex
ports versus less than $300 million in 
Japanese imports. United States agri
cultural commodities have a 28-percent 
share of the Japanese import market. 
This is higher than the 22 percent mar
ket share the Japanese have of the 
United States car market and Japanese 
ag products represent well less than 3 
percent of United States ag imports
does this mean that the Japanese Par
liament should enact legislation ask
ing the United States to voluntarily re
strict the export of ag products to 
Japan and that Kelloggs cornflake fa
cilities in Japan should be required to 
source their corn from the Pacific rim 
instead of the United States Midwest? 

Retaliation from Taiwan and South 
Korea are also likely due to the man
dated 301 investigation of their rice 
policies. The United States has an agri
cultural trade surplus of $1.7 billion 
with Taiwan-with ag exports growing 
by 48 percent in value over the past 5 
years-and a similar surplus of just 
over $2 billion with South Korea. South 

Korea is now the fifth largest United 
States agricultural export market. All 
three of these markets-Japan, Tai
wan, and South Korea-represent the 
most promising markets for processed 
agricultural products. Such exports 
mean additional jobs at home. Current 
agricultural exports to these markets 
are responsible for over 300,000 United 
States jobs. 

Let us stand back and look at what 
we are doing here. I share Mr. Dreier's 
idea of negotiating a free trade agree
ment, not a restrictive trade agree
ment, with Japan. How many times do 
we need to emphasize that once a mar
ket is lost, it is very difficult to get it 
back. Over the past decade, the United 
States agricultural industry, with the 
help of the United States Trade Rep
resentative's Office, have spent hun
dreds of hours and millions of dollars 
on opening Japanese markets and pro
moting United States products. I shud
der to think that we seem to be willing 
to hand over these markets to our com
petitors by enacting such discrimina
tory legislation as the bill before us 
today. A number of agriculture and 
other business interests share this con
cern for retaliation and I have included 
at the end of my comments their letter 
in opposition to H.R. 5100. 

My second primary concern is the 
very ill-advised precedents which H.R. 
5100 and the Gephardt-Levin amend
ment are setting. These precedents are 
the apparent need to legislate the initi
ation of section 301 investigations and 
the application of section 301 for the 
first time to the conduct of American 
companies-unwise and dangerous to 
say the least. H.R. 5100 mandates the 
initiation of section 301 investigations 
for autos, auto parts, and rice. This is 
especially peculiar since the Bush ad
ministration has never been requested 
to initiate such actions. It is one thing 
to be asked and turned down thus re
quiring a resort to the legislative proc
ess, it is another to never have asked 
in the first place. 

While section 301 investigations can 
be frustrating, as the U.S. oilseeds sec
tor has found out, no one can fault the 
USTR's office for their record on im
plementation and enforcement of this 
trade tool. I am concerned that if we 
begin to require congressional action 
for the implementation of a 301 case, 
we will discourage many less politi
cally powerful groups from thinking 
their cases will receive serious consid
eration. I believe there is little jus
tification why the auto, auto parts, or 
rice industries should receive any spe
cial treatment in the 301 process. 

As we have seen in the agricultural 
sector, section 301 in its current form, 
without the need for mandates from 
Congress, and other trade pressures 
have resulted in significant progress in 
several sectors. Beef and citrus exports 
to Japan have more than doubled over 
the last 4 years as a result of the 1988 

United States-Japan beef and citrus 
agreement. Ongoing structural impedi
ments initiative [SII] talks aimed at 
reforming restrictive feed grains sector 
policies in Japan are progressing well. 
USTR has issued a retaliation list for 
European Community products in re
sponse to the EC's failure to change its 
GATT-illegal oilseeds subsidy program. 
The record is clear-where injustice ex
ists, the USTR is not afraid to act and 
no congressional action is needed. Why 
are we starting to stick our nose in the 
process now? 

I strongly recommend, despite some 
positive aspects of H.R. 5100, that it be 
defeated at this time. In the next year 
we will be afforded several opportuni
ties to amend our trade laws and we 
will have more time then to make sure 
that all parties are a part of the nego
tiations and we can ensure that the im
pact on our economy will be positive, 
not negative, as I am afraid H.R. 5100 
would be. I urge a no vote on final pas
sage and on the Gephardt-Levin 
amendment. 

JUNE 30, 1992. 
Hon. FRED GRANDY, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GRANDY: We are 
writing to express our opposition to H.R. 5100 
as approved by the Ways and Means Commit
tee. While some provisions of the bill have 
merit, others do not. 

We do not want to see this legislation en
acted because its overall impact is likely to 
close U.S. export markets, be costly to U.S. 
consumers and undermine prospects for suc
cessful conclusion of the Uruguay Round and 
the North American Free Trade Area 
(NAFTA) negotiations. These two negotia
tions are of paramount interest to the U.S. 
business and farm communities because of 
their potential to substantially increase U.S. 
exports. 

Business, farm, and consumer groups co
operated closely with the Congress in fash
ioning and enacting the Omnibus Trade and 
Competitiveness Act of 1988. This com
prehensive legislation authorized the Uru
guay Round and NAFTA negotiations and 
substantially amended U.S. statutes on fair 
and unfair trade to provide more effective 
protection for U.S. companies, workers, and 
farmers. 

Congress will have ample opportunity to 
review and, if necessary, adjust U.S. trade 
laws when it considers the results of the Uru
guay Round and NAFTA negotiations. Busi
ness, farm, and consumer groups are pre
pared to be full participants in that process 
at that time. With the major exception of 
customs modernization, consideration of 
trade legislation now seems both untimely 
and duplicative of the effort the Congress 
will have to undertake in considering the 
comprehensive trade bills that will be nec
essary to implement the NAFTA and Uru
guay Round trade agreements. 

In addition to our serious concerns about 
the contents of H.R. 5100, we are also con
cerned that the bill will quickly become a 
legislative vehicle for additional trade re
strictive proposals that will further undercut 
the U.S. negotiators in their effort to 
achieve the negotiating objectives spelled 
out carefully by the Congress in the 1988 Om
nibus Trade Act. 

We believe it important to note that ex
ports are now the most buoyant aspect of the 
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U.S. economy. Exports are pulling us out of 
the recession and creating new job opportu
nities. Since 1988 nearly 70 percent of U.S. 
growth has been export-driven, generating 
nearly 2 million jobs for U.S. workers. The 
United States is currently running trade sur
pluses with a number of our important trad
ing partners. Our trade surplus with the EC, 
for example, was $16 billion last year. Enact
ment of H.R. 5100 would raise the threat of 
significant retaliation against U.S. indus
trial and farm exports. 

For the above and other reasons, H.R. 5100 
is not in the U.S. national economic interest. 

Sincerely, 
American Association of Exporters & Im

porters, American Association of Port 
Authorities, American Business Con
ference, American Furniture Manufac
turers Association, American Paper In
stitute, Analytical Instrument Asso
ciation, The Business Roundtable, 
Computer and Business Equipment 
Manufacturers Association, Computer 
and Communications Industry Associa
tion, Chocolate Manufacturers Associa
tion, Coalition for Open Markets and 
Expanded Trade, Construction Industry 
Manufacturers Association, Consumers 
for World Trade. 

Emergency Committee for American 
Trade, International Mass Retail Asso
ciation, Millers National Federation, 
National Association of Stevedores, 
National Cattlemen's Association, Na
tional Foreign Trade Council, National 
Forest Products Association, National 
Grain Trade Council, National Grange, 
National Retail Federation, National 
Turkey Federation, North American 
Export Grain Association, Petroleum 
Equipment Suppliers Association, Pro 
Trade Group, Retail Industry Trade Ac
tion Coalition, Southeastern Poultry 
and Egg Association, U.S. Council for 
International Business. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, why H.R. 5100? H.R. 5100, because 
the nineties cannot be a repeat of the 
eighties. The trade imbalance with 
Japan has been persistent. Anybody 
who thinks the eighties are good 
enough simply ignores the results of 
the eighties in terms of our trade im
balance. 

We have heard all the labels and all 
the arguments, the old, worn-out argu
ments brought out, the specter of isola
tionism. You know, the greatest boon 
to isolationism is being inactive on 
grievances in trade. That is what feeds 
the feelings of some people in this 
country that we should turn our back 
on internationalism. I do not want us 
to turn our back on that. But the best 
way for us to be able to compete glob
ally and convince the American people 
that it is worth it is to make sure there 
is a level playing field , as the President 
said he wanted in Tokyo, to make sure 
that trade is a two-way street and not 
a one-way street. 

The studies show-CRS recently indi
cated-that in 44 different sectors that 
they studied, in 42 of them there was a 
decline in market share in this country 
by American companies. 

Oh, it is said, the Uruguay Round 
will solve it. The Uruguay Round will 
not open up the Japanese markets to 
American or Western European goods, 
period. It does not pretend to do that. 

I ask specifically, someone tell me 
where it would. 

Oh, it has been said, why pick out, 
under mandatory 301 action in the bill, 
rice and auto parts? The reason is-it 
is not special treatment we are asking 
for, it is fair treatment. There has been 
an iron curtain against rice. All we 
want is not special-interest legislation, 
but fair treatment. 

With auto parts, we are not asking 
that we respond to a special interest in 
this country, it is a $100 billion-plus in
dustry. We are asking that they get 
fair treatment. The special treatment 
they have been receiving has been from 
the Japanese, and that is, " We will buy 
only from within our own country, and 
we keep out foreign goods. " 

The distinguished gentleman from 
Iowa talked about agriculture. The 
breakthroughs that have been made 
there are in part because Congress was 
strong. But there is so much more to 
be done. The Japanese market remains 
very much closed to a lot of agricul
tural goods. 

Then it is suggested we are dividing 
American workers against American 
workers. It is said that under our 
amendment 301 applies in the auto in
dustry to transplanted but not to 
American companies? 

0 1340 
What is happening is that the trans

plants are not discriminating against 
transplant auto parts companies but 
against traditional American suppliers. 
In the case of 12 of the largest trans
plant suppliers, the transplant manu
facturers own part of the parts manu
facturers that have come over here. 

No, it is not special interests, it is 
not special treatment we are asking. It 
is national interest and fair treatment 
for American companies. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
THOMAS] talked a bit about the auto
motive sector, and we are going to get 
into that during the amendment. Let 
me just say two things quickly: 

This does not mandate in law a VRA, 
period. What it says is: "When you ne
gotiate an umbrella agreement, Mr. 
President, in the motor vehicle sector 
with the Japanese, negotiate to keep 
the VRA at its present level. " 

This relates only to exports from 
Japan, as long as the European Com
munity has a 16-percent ceiling on Jap
anese sales. These sales now represent 
30 percent of the U.S. market. 

Also let me say once again this bill is 
to open markets, not to close them. 
That is true in the auto sector, the 
auto part sector, as well as any other. 
It is not an effort to raise barriers. It is 
an effort to tear them down. 

We have not achieved nearly enough. 
The last 4 months, the report shows, 

our trade deficit is $161/2 billion with 
Japan. Fifteen of it is in the auto
motive sector. 

We cannot stand still. We cannot say 
that bad is good enough. Let us adopt 
5100 and then the Gephardt-Levin 
amendment. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21/2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], a re
spected member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to this 
bill. There are many provisions in it 
that I support, but the No. 1 concern of 
the people in my district at this time is 
jobs, and by the measure of its impact 
on jobs this bill fails to address the 
peoples' most serious concern. Let us 
look at the record. 

The United States is the No. 1 ex
porter in the world. We send more 
goods into other markets than any 
other nation. Seventy-five percent of 
the growth in our economy has been a 
consequence of growth in exports. At 
this time our standard of living is di
rectly tied to our success in the global 
market. 

In my State that is very, very evi
dent. Hundreds and thousands of jobs 
depend on exports, and our success 
abroad is the only thing that has kept 
my State from suffering the most ex
treme depression in her history. 

Not only do exports create millions 
of jobs in America, those jobs pay 17 
percent more than the average U.S. 
wage and so are the jobs of the future 
as well as the growth of the present. 

Now, let us look at the record with 
Japan since Japan is the target of this 
bill. Yes, we have had a persistent 
problem with Japan, but we have now a 
persistently declining trade problem 
with Japan. Japan now is our second 
largest customer. Japan buys more per 
capita than any of our trading part
ners. Last year Japan bought more 
United States goods than Ireland, Ger
many, France, and Italy combined, bil
lions of dollars of American products. 

And what will this bill do in that 
context of an increasingly powerful 
American exporting nation? This bill 
invites the termination of the very ne
gotiations that have over and over 
again opened markets and brought us 
the rising standard of living that we 
have come to assume. 

It is not so much the individual pro
visions of this bill , some of which I sup
port, that are disastrous to America's 
trading status. It is the combination of 
all of them and the targeted hostility 
of some of them that assures that this 
bill will close markets to U.S. products 
at a time we need to expand our mar
kets. 

Just as we are trying to consummate 
the GATT negotiations, which will 
mean a trillion dollars of business to 
America, just as we are entering the 
final months when the toughest deals 
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have to be negotiated, Mr. Chairman, 
this bill would mandate our taking 
harsh actions that any nation with any 
self-respect would have to respond to 
through retaliation against American 
goods. That is no atmosphere in which 
to make the final tough tradeoffs that 
will consummate a GATT agreement 
and assure to America a trading com
munity that will allow our goods more 
markets, broader range, and a higher 
standard of living for Americans. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the majority lead
er, the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, 
Members of the House, I want to con
gratulate the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] for his tireless 
work in the area of trade which pro
duced this bill and in the past, in 1988, 
produced a very important piece of leg
islation which the Congress passed and 
the President supported. 

I also want to commend the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS]. my 
friend who is the chairman of the Sub
committee on Trade, for yeoman work 
in this area, and I want to recommend 
to the Members this trade bill which 
has a number of very important fea
tures in it. 

First, Mr. Chairman, is the extension 
of Super 301, which I think most ob
servers would agree, and even critics of 
Super 301 are now saying, that it had a 
great impact on getting us better ac
cess to foreign markets. It has got a 
provision called the Trade Agreements 
Compliance Act which will help us get 
better compliance with trade agree
ments. It has an anticircumventive 
provision which will help us keep other 
countries in compliance with trade ne
gotiations. It has a study of our admin
istration's aerospace trade policy. A 
lot of us believe that we need a better 
policy in the aerospace area as we are 
continuing to lose jobs in that impor
tant industry. Finally, it helps estab
lish a congressional trade unit so that 
we can begin looking more intensively 
at trade from the congressional per
spective. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill with 
or without the amendment that I am 
proposing. I urge Members to vote for 
this legislation. I do urge Members to 
listen to the debate on my amendment, 
the amendment by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Since the early 1980's, Mr. Chairman, 
we have lost over 300,000 jobs in the 
automobile industry directly and 
countless others indirectly. Part of the 
reason for this loss in my opinion is 
that we have not had as good an access 
to the Japanese market as we should 
have. The Gephardt-Levin amendment 
is an attempt to better deal with that 
situation. It does not solve all of the 
problems, but it begins to solve a lot of 
the problems. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to lis
ten to the debate that will come in the 

next hour on that amendment, and I 
urge Members to support that amend
ment and to support the entire bill. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. MCMILLAN]. 

Mr. McMILLAN of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi
tion to H.R. 5100. 

I share the concerns of my colleagues 
with the slow progress of our nego
tiators in opening Japanese markets to 
American exports. Our message to the 
Japanese must be loud and clear: we 
must have reciprocal market access for 
United States exports to Japan. 

The intent of H.R. 5100 is understand
able in light of Japan's unwillingness 
to open its markets to many United 
States products. But, let us bear in 
mind that the United States is experi
encing its biggest expansion of exports 
ever. Exports to Japan have more than 
doubled since 1985. 

In recent years, 75 percent of our eco
nomic growth has come from exports. 
In effect, exports have become the key
stone to our economic recovery. 

The proposed legislative solution to 
our trade problem with Japan is the 
kind of thing that spawns retaliation 
and ultimately works to our detriment. 
Many sectors of the United States 
economy remain protected against for
eign imports. Are we prepared to risk 
foreign retaliation against these Unit
ed States trade barriers? 

The proposed amendment to H.R. 5100 
would impose quotas on automobiles 
from Japan for the rest of this decade. 
It would also require that Japanese 
cars built here in the United States 
have 70 percent domestic content-a re
quirement not even imposed on United 
States automakers. 

When we discriminate against Japa
nese automobile plants in the United 
States, we ignore the 32,000 American 
jobs that were created by these trans
plants. 

My region of the country serves as a 
perfect example of the benefits afforded 
by foreign auto investment in this 
country. It was just recently an
nounced that BMW would build a plant 
in Spartanburg, SC. Here is one of the 
great German automakers deciding to 
hire American workers to build Amer
ican-made BMW's to be sold in Amer
ica and exported as well. Surely if the 
Germans and Japanese can compete 
with cars made in the United States, so 
can the Big Three. But what incentive 
exists for such an investment if the 
Congress mandates business decisions 
and outcomes? 

While I agree with supporters of H.R. 
5100 who say it is time to get tough 
with the Japanese, I believe this bill 
will do more harm than good. I am all 
for hard-nosed trade negotiations with 
Japan. I support the extension of 301. 
But protectionist legislation like H.R. 
5100 fails to take into account what the 
president of the Spartanburg Chamber 

of Commerce has come to realize: 
"We're living in a global economy." 
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Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 21h minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BLACKWELL]. 

Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in strong support of the Gep
hardt-Levin amendment. 

Last year the United States compiled 
a ridiculous $43.4 billion trade deficit 
with Japan. That means that every
thing was coming from Japan and 
nothing was going back. So I do not 
know where these people get their fig
ures from. 

Two-thirds of this figure stems di
rectly from the trade of automotive ve
hicles and parts. 

Mr. Chairman, since its inception, 
the automotive industry has rep
resented the heart and soul of Ameri
ca's manufacturing base. 

The industry built and gave birth to 
new towns throughout the country, and 
employed generations of American 
workers. 

I do not need however, to tell my col
leagues that things have changed. 
American automobile workers con
tinue to lose their jobs at unprece
dented rates. Plants are closing andes
sentially killing the communities 
where they reside. 

All the while, Japan's trade surplus 
has grown to a remarkable $78 billion. 
Everything going over, nothing coming 
back. 

There are issues at hand which must 
be addressed now. And today, we have 
the opportunity to finally accomplish 
the level playing field. 

In 1990, Japan exported 60 times more 
passenger cars into the United States 
than we exported there. This alarming 
statistic can be attributed to special 
taxes , obscene government inspection 
procedures, poor distribution, and com
plicated adaptations to Japanese auto 
standards. 

In other words, when we send our 
cars over there, they cannot even get 
off the docks. They are so restricted, 
the rules that they have over there will 
not allow our cars to even get to the 
market. I do not know where you get 
your figures from. 

The Gephardt-Levin amendment will 
finally restore dignity to an industry 
which has been disintegrating before 
our eyes, while we here in Congress 
have sat idle. 

The economic future of our Nation is 
at stake. One in six American manufac
turing jobs is associated with the auto
motive industry. I urge my colleagues, 
especially those who repeatedly voice 
their support for family values, give 
families jobs. We will have more val
ues. Vote in support of this crucial leg
islation. 

Unfair trade practices cut at the core 
of the American family. Lost jobs 
equal lost health insurance, lost pen
sion funds, and an overall loss of hope. 
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Let's pass the Gephardt-Levin 

amendment, and tell the American 
auto industry that we support you, and 
will not stop fighting for your right to 
work each and every day. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
51/2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. MICHEL], the distinguished 
minority leader. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this bill. It has been la
beled the Trade Expansion Act of 1992 
by its sponsors, but in some quarters of 
economic activity, that might be con
sidered false labeling, punishable by 
fines or imprisonment. 

A more accurate label for this bill 
would be the Trade Contraction Act of 
1992. It represents another effort by the 
protectionists in this body to have the 
United States club other countries into 
submission on trade. 

The problem with this theory, of 
course, is that the United States does 
not rule the world, and any heavy
handed action by us usually brings 
counter action from strong nations at 
whom it is aimed. 

Despite all the expressed concern 
over closed markets, the fact is the 
United States today, as has been point
ed out so eloquently by speakers pre
ceding me on this side of the aisle, is 
the world's top exporting country. 
That is us. That is what we are doing. 

Our $422 billion in annual exports ac
count for over 8 million jobs. And that 
does not count the contribution to the 
livelihood of America's farmers and 
other small businesses. 

Since this bill is largely a Japan
bashing effort orchestrated by the pro
tectionists, there are some important 
facts to keep in mind regarding trade 
with the Japanese. Others have alluded 
to it in different terminology. 

In my eyes, I see over the past 3 
years that our exports to Japan have 
risen 25 times as fast as our imports 
from Japan. How can you discount 
that? 

Japan is currently importing more 
on a per capita basis from us than we 
are from them. 

Our manufactured exports to Japan 
are growing at a rate 33 percent faster 
than our exports to the rest of the 
world. Some of you folks have blinders 
on out there when you are bashing 
Japan day-in and day-out for whatever 
reason back home. 

Procurement of United States parts 
and materials by Japanese automakers 
has risen more than fivefold since 1985. 

Japan imports more United States
made passenger cars than any other 
country except Canada and Taiwan. 

Japanese auto firms have invested 
more than $13 billion here in the Unit
ed States, providing jobs for 78,000 peo
ple. 

I cite these figures not to defend 
Japan so much as to show that signifi
cant progress is obviously being made. 
This progress is taking place not be-

cause of punishing trade laws enacted 
by Congress, but due to the basic forces 
of the free market system that we have 
been advocating here at home-or 
should be-and abroad, and those coun
tries that are seeking to emulate what 
we have been doing so well. 

Our negotiators have done 
yeomanlike work in seeking to open 
foreign markets. Where retaliation has 
been necessary, we have not been 
afraid to use it, such as in the case of 
China on intellectual property and in 
Europe over their oilseed subsidies. 

But mandated retaliation, as this bill 
calls for in varying degrees, would only 
serve to undermine the ability of our 
negotiators to achieve results, and 
make much more difficult the ability 
of our private industry to penetrate 
foreign markets. 

In concluding my remarks, let me 
cite the case of my largest employer 
and industry in Peoria, Caterpillar 
Tractor Co. 

Caterpillar is one of our Nation's 
largest exporting companies. Fifty per
cent of its U.S. production is sold 
abroad, accounting for nearly 60,000 
U.S. jobs between CAT and its suppli
ers. 

Japan is Caterpillar's second largest 
exporting market, accounting for sales 
of more than $400 million in United 
States-produced equipment just last 
year alone. In fact, in the product line 
it produces, CAT outsells its nearest 
worldwide competitor, Komatsu of 
Japan, right in its own backyard, and 
claims more than 50 percent of the Jap
anese market. 

How does Caterpillar do it? Not 
through Government mandates, for 
heaven's sake. In fact, had our Govern
ment entered the picture and tried to 
crash the door open, CAT would almost 
assuredly not have achieved the degree 
of penetration it has today. 

No, Caterpillar achieved what it has 
through hard work, by paying atten
tion to special Japanese needs, cater
ing to those needs, producing for the 
consumer out there, and through its 
reputation for quality and service. 

It took the auto industry an awfully 
long time to come around to recogniz
ing that they had to produce for a dif
ferent set of people and a different 
market in order to export. Caterpillar 
recognized that over 25 or 30 years ago 
when they had one of the first joint 
ventures, Caterpillar and Mitsubishi, 
and they were ahead of everybody. And 
they have stayed ahead, because they 
have known what it is to compete in an 
international market. 

Caterpillar has joined with numerous 
businesses and farm organizations in 
opposing this bill, and rightly so, be
cause Caterpillar knows that its enact
ment would undermine much of the 
progress the company has made to 
date, and make more difficult its fu
ture export sales efforts. 

This has become an interdependent 
world in which the economic develop-

ment of individual nations, such as our 
own, and the world as a whole will de
pend on the furthering of that inter
dependence, the knocking down of bar
riers, and the expansion of free trade. 

This bill may have that objective, 
but I will tell you, it is certainly going 
at it in a roundabout way, and the re
sults would be just the opposite. It 
definitely needs to be defeated. 

0 1400 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 6 minutes to the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Trade, the gen
tleman from Florida, Mr. SAM GmBONS. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
listened carefully to the debate here 
and listened carefully to the debate in 
the subcommittee and full committee 
on this matter. I have some mixed 
thoughts about this piece of legisla
tion. There are some good things in 
this legislation. The provision that 
modernizes the Customs procedures is 
very good. The provision that extends 
the private right of action for review of 
trade agreements, I think is a good 
provision. 

The provision that extends Super 301 
I believe is needed and in today's bar
gaining world, we need that kind of le
verage. 

There is an awful lot of baggage also 
in this legislation that I just think we 
could do just as well without. I will 
probably end up voting against this bill 
because I think the Levin amendment 
is going to be adopted. The Levin 
amendment, I think, does not make 
good economic policy for the United 
States. It will not solve the problems 
that the United States faces in world 
trade. It will only make matters worse. 
But I will go into that when we get 
into the Levin amendment. 

Let me now expand on what I think 
we ought to do to really improve Amer
ica's competitiveness in the world trad
ing system. The first thing we ought to 
do is look at our domestic health care 
program. 

Let me give my colleagues an illus
tration. I had a hearing the other day, 
the Big Three came in and testified, 
the Big Three auto makers, that there 
was $1,000 worth of health care cost in 
each automobile they produced, $1,000. 

A week later, someone representing 
the transplant imports came in and I 
asked the same question. The answer I 
got was anywhere from $50 to $100 per 
car in health care costs. 

Now, American manufacturers just 
cannot compete in that kind of envi
ronment. It is not that the transplant 
employees get some lousy health care 
costs. It is the fact that years ago we 
tied health care to employment and re
tired health care to one's former em
ployment. And when we look at the 
problem in the Big Three, it is the fact 
that they have so many retirees. And it 
will be 20, 25 years before the trans
plants have any kind of retirees that 
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they are obligated to pay their health 
care costs. 

Our domestic automobile companies 
simply cannot compete in that kind of 
disadvantaged trading area or playing 
area. That is one thing. 

Another thing is our revenue system. 
I think we ought to abolish our payroll 
taxes, our corporate income taxes and 
about 90 percent of our personal in
come taxes and substitute for it a mod
ern tax system called a value-added 
tax. The value-added tax has been in 
existence since 1965. The system that 
we are now following in this country is 
a hodgepodge of now outdated ideas 
that began 150 years ago. It is pulling 
us down. 

Let me give my colleagues an illus
tration. If a car is manufactured in the 
United States or a bushel of wheat is 
grown in the United States and has to 
be exported, when it leaves this coun
try, it carries with it the full cost of 
the U.S. Government. But if it is grown 
in a foreign country or manufactured 
in a foreign country, the same product, 
when sold in our country, carries with 
it practically no cost of government. 

So our goods, developed under our 
revenue system, when consumed by the 
foreigner, carry the full cost of govern
ment. Their goods, developed under 
their revenue system, when consumed 
in our country carry no cost of govern
ment with it. 

In effect, despite what we feel, we are 
exporting our job opportunities in the 
United States because of the way we 
collect our revenue. I am not complain
ing about the amount of revenue. I am 
not trying to change the tax burden be
tween taxpayers. But I am trying to 
get us to collect our revenue in a more 
rational manner so that we can be 
competitive in a world environment. 

So we must control our health care 
costs and get our health care costs dis
connected from employment. No other 
industrialized nation on Earth con
nects their health care costs of employ
ment. We must get control of our 
health care costs. 

And second, we must get control of 
our revenue-collecting system and 
bring it into a more modern position to 
compete. That would be the best trade 
legislation that we could enact. That 
would be a partial solution, a major so
lution to our biggest economic and 
competitive problems. 

Of course, there are other things. Our 
educational system has not measured 
up. The way we do business is subject 
to cri tioism. 

I would encourage those who would 
like to learn about what is the trouble 
with America to read the current book 
"Head to Head" by Lester Thurow. 
They will then learn that the problems 
in the auto industry and the problems 
in other industries are not so simplis
tic as they have been discussed here 
today. And I would hope that we would 
give serious consideration to the Levin 

amendment when it comes up. I hope 
that amendment will be defeated. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes and 30 seconds to the ranking 
Republican on the Joint Economic 
Committee, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, the Democrat major
ity wants the American people to be
lieve that the manufacturing base in 
the United States is eroding and our 
standard of living is declining because 
of the conniving, predatory traders of 
Japan and the economic policies of 
Ronald Reagan. Mr. Chairman, the eco
nomic data simply do not support this 
delusion. 

Consider these facts which, inciden
tally, happen to be accurate. Manufac
turing productivity increased 3.5 per
cent during the 1980's, versus only 2.3 
percent in the 1970's. Today, 
manufacturing's share of the GNP is 23 
percent, a post-World War II high. 
Moreover, the American worker is still 
30 percent more productive than his 
Japanese counterpart. 

Even more importantly, the United 
States is experiencing an export boom, 
which is propping up our sluggish econ
omy. In the last several years, 75 per
cent of our economic growth has been 
export-driven. The United States is 
once again the No. 1 exporter in the 
world and the livelihoods of millions of 
Americans depend on international 
trade. 

The bill we have before us today is a 
protectionist measure that places an 
economic recovery and millions of 
American jobs at risk by inviting retal
iation from our trading partners. H.R. 
5100 undermines the ongoing GATT ne
gotiations and sacrifices consumer 
rights to shield a few obsolete indus
tries from international competition. 

I might add that it is a little ironic 
that the Democrat Majority chases 
other nations' trades policies, given 
the majority party's support for overt
ly unfair U.S. tariffs and quotas on 
sugar, milk, peanuts, infant formula, 
antibiotics, clothing, and hundreds of 
other commodities. Regrettably, low
income Americans bear a dispropor
tionate burden of these unfair U.S. 
trading policies, which cost American 
consumers $80 billion a year. 

The supporters of this bill are also 
plain wrong to argue that the mere ex
istence of a trade deficit prima facie 
evidence of discriminatory trade prac
tices. 

If legislators in the European Com
munity, which has a $16 billion trade 
deficit with the United States, use the 
same logic, they will get exactly the 
kind of retaliation that we have been 
warning about. And it will be justified 
on this basis of U.S. law passed by the 
Democrats. 

0 1410 
Our economic problems are not due 

to international trade, and this Gep-

hardt, Perot, Iacocca, Smoot-Hawley 
protectionist bill will bring economic 
distress, not economic growth. I urge 
my colleagues to vote "no" on the bill 
and vote "no" on the even more ill
conceived Gephardt-Levin amendment. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HOBSON]. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in opposition to H.R. 5100, par
ticularly the Gephardt-Levin amend
ment. I have heard from thousands of 
my constituents in Ohio who believe 
this bill threatens their jobs and I 
agree with them. Not only will this leg
islation discriminate against a growing 
number of Americans working in 
America, it will limit the choices 
available to American consumers and 
be totally ineffective in improving the 
American economy or market access to 

. Japan. 
I recently received a letter from a 

constituent, a father of three children 
and an employee of Honda of America 
for 9 years. He wrote: 

I feel that we * * * are probably some of 
the most patriotic and God-fearing Ameri
cans that could be found anywhere in this 
great country of ours * * * why are we now 
being treated like we are foreigners in our 
own country * * *. I know that this country 
got where it is now by allowing progress 
through free enterprise. I know that I am 
just one of the little people, but I still be
lieve in this country and what it was built 
upon. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 5100 is bad public 
policy. It will devastate American eco
nomic expansion by discouraging in
vestment in the United States. It will 
limit the ability to transplant compa
nies to continue to compete as an 
American-based company in world 
markets. It will strangle job-creating 
export growth by forcing the Japanese, 
our second largest trading partner, to 
take retaliatory measures. 

These responses will penalize hard
working Americans by jeopardizing 
Ohio's estimated 470,000 export-related 
jobs and increasingly limiting the 
world market for their goods. As we 
continue to develop new markets for 
American-made products, we cannot 
limit our possibilities and become iso
lated from the global economy. 

Even more disastrous is the Gep
hardt-Levin amendment which singles 
out automotive transplant companies 
and punishes the Americans who work 
for those companies, including over 
10,000 hard-working residents in Ohio's 
Seventh District. 

The most offensive measure of this 
amendment is the domestic-content re
quirement which discriminates based 
on the nationality of company owner
ship, instead of where the prc:>duct was 
actually manufactured. Cars made by 
transplants in Ohio will have to meet a 
70-percent domestic content require
ment, while cars made by the same 
transplant in Canada will have to meet 
only a 50-percent domestic content re-
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quirement and be sold here. Canadian 
production will be treated more favor
ably than American production. So
called domestic producers would be ex
empt from this requirement even 
though much of their production would 
fail to meet these guidelines. This is 
precisely the kind of barrier the United 
States is seeking to eliminate in inter
national negotiations. Fair is fair. Mr. 
Chairman, this amendment is not fair. 

The transplant companies and their 
suppliers in Ohio's Seventh Congres
sional District have been good employ
ers and good corporate citizens. These 
companies have been working to in
crease their usage of American-made 
parts. Therefore, instead of passing leg
islation such as H.R. 5100 that will cap 
growth, and is anticonsumer, and is 
anti-American, Congress should pass 
pro-growth, pro-consumer, pro-job cre
ation legislation to provide employ
ment for American workers. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
the feeling that some of my colleagues 
get so caught up with the idea of solv
ing the trade deficit that they.miss the 
larger purpose which should be a part 
of any legislation. 

We in Congress are supposed to care 
about the welfare of the people. How is 
the peoples' welfare improved when 
they have to pay thousands of dollars 
more for household necessities each 
year because we in Congress are artifi
cially raising the prices? 

Explain to me how preventing Amer
ican consumers from obtaining higher 
quality goods at lower prices serves the 
general welfare? 

The economic principles mandating 
that the provisions in this bill will 
hurt our citizens and disrupt our econ
omy could be explained at length to 
you today in Moscow, in Prague, in Bu
dapest, in Warsaw, and in other parts 
of the world that have long experience 
with centralized controlled trade. 
These countries are giving it up. 
They're tired of having standards of 
living that are unacceptable. 

Where in this world can you find one 
government body that continues to be
lieve that increasing Federal control 
over trade, decreasing Executive abil
ity to make trade agreements, and 
heightening protection of domestic in
dustries is a positive step? 

It's truly remarkable, but I believe 
there is only one place today that 
seems determined to move in this anti
free-market direction and that is this 
body of Congress. 

While the rest of the world struggles 
to open doors, expand ties and trade, to 
negotiate in good faith and lower bar
riers, this bill wrecks negotiating pos
sibilities, encourages intransigence and 
retaliation, narrows overseas markets 
for American goods and increases hur
dles for companies wishing both to im
port and export with the United States. 

And let's not kid ourselves, Mr. 
Chairman, you hear a lot about Japa
nese protectionism and how the United 
States is getting the raw end of the 
deal. To the extent that's true, they've 
simply improved on our example. 

The United States continues to 
thwart its best own interests with 
trade policies that are decidedly pro
tectionist. Our consumers already pay 
more than $80 billion a year as a result 
of trade barriers-that's about $800 for 
every American family-to keep these 
policies and the special interests they 
protect insulated from competition. 

There's hardly an economist that 
would say we're getting our money's 
worth or even a fraction of our money's 
worth for this protection. It is a recog
nized truism that protectionist policies 
save jobs in the protected industry 
only at the cost of an even greater 
number of jobs in the economy at 
large. And trade barriers routinely cost 
American consumers 8 to 10 times as 
much as they benefit American produc
ers. 

And so in the end we burden our con
sumers, lower the standard of living for 
our citizens, and put Americans out of 
work all in order to prove to the Japa
nese that we're tough on trade. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill will be tough 
on trade alright and it will be tough on 
our constituents and on our economy. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. LEACH]. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, if history is a guide, 
protectionism belies its name. It pro
vides job security for candidates, not 
workers. Just as in Pogo 's terms, the 
enemy is us, in trade policy the enemy 
is politicians, usually one's own. 

The problem with this legislation is 
that it will evoke copycat actions 
around the globe; it will jeopardize not 
only our export-dependent farm econ
omy, but the manufacturing sector as 
well. Why we would want to undercut 
our status as the No. 1 exporting coun
try in the world is simply beyond my 
ken. 

One of the lessons of the 1930's was 
that protectionist legislation length
ened and deepened the Great Depres
sion. By reverse logic, in recessionary 
times, promoting policies which im
pede the growth of international trade 
is likely to serve as an economic stim
ulant. 

Instead of moving to increase trade 
by bolstering GATT and advancing re
gional free-trade agreements, the ma
jority party is serving up a convention
eve protectionist stew. 

Let's compete, not capitulate; stand 
up to challenges in the real world, not 
succumb to the politics of retaliation 
and counterproductivity. 

As far as protectionist legislation is 
concerned, this bill is not radical; it is 
moderately bad. As the gentleman 

from Indiana [Mr. PEASE] noted, the 
bill isn't designed to penalize foreign 
companies producing in this country, 
or, by inference, joint ventures operat
ing here. Yet the fact that the bill is 
only moderately bad is no reason to 
take legislative solace. As our distin
guished Trade Representative, Carla 
Hills, notes, isn't it indefensible to set 
a new legislative standard: Object only 
to the blasphemous, not the incremen
tally bad. 

This legislative effort is an under
standable reflection of political frus
tration. It should be respected, but 
nonetheless defeated. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 11h minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished floor leader 
and chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means for yielding time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, the central question 
here is why can't we sell cars to Japan? 
The administration has not been able 
to adequately answer this question, so 
the Gephardt-Levin amendment will 
require the U.S. Trade Representative 
to negotiate an agreement that ensures 
us access to this market. 

This is a serious subject. In 1991, the 
United States' total trade deficit was 
$66 billion-$43 billion of that was with 
Japan-$30 billion of our deficit with 
Japan was in automobiles and auto 
parts; 45 percent of the United States 
total trade deficit in 1991 was with 
Japan in automobiles and auto parts. 

In contrast, during the same year the 
United States posted a nearly $17 bil
lion trade surplus with the European 
Community. We held surpluses with 
the former Soviet Union, Australia, 
Mexico, Turkey, Egypt, Kuwait, and 
others. At the same time, we greatly 
reduced our deficit with Korea and Tai
wan. If we can hold a automotive trade 
surplus with the rest of the world and 
remain competitive. why can't we sell 
cars to Japan? 

Japan has replaced the United States 
as the world's leading producer of auto
mobiles and has the world's second 
largest market. Yet, Japan imports 
less than 3 percent of its cars. In the 
United States, more than 50 percent of 
all cars sold this year will be imports 
or from Japanese transplant compa
nies. If our markets are open, why 
can't we sell cars to Japan? 

The city of Detroit, once the auto
motive capitol of the world and a lead
er in manufacturing technology, now 
has one of the highest unemployment 
rates in the country. Thousands of 
workers have been laid off, plants are 
closed and buildings are boarded up. A 
healthy automotive industry is crucial 
to the well-being of the entire Nation, 
and could rebuild the city of Detroit. 
So I ask you, why can't we sell cars to 
Japan? 

Simply put, our problems with Japan 
have nothing to do with the alleged in-
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feriority of American cars or the al
leged laziness of American workers. 
J.D. Power & Associates' annual qual
ity survey showed that from 1987 to 
1991, the quality of American cars im
proved by 12 percent while the quality 
of autos manufactured by the top five 
Japanese companies remained con
stant. In fact, there was a negligible 
difference between the quality of 
American and Japanese cars in 1991. 

This is not anticompetitive act that 
we are committing here. We are trying 
to change a closed market into a fair 
market. Our problems with Japan are 
rooted in their practice of denying 
American companies access to Japa
nese markets, coupled with the system
atic targeting and gutting of the Unit
ed States automotive industry. 

This bipartisan amendment confronts 
our persistent trade deficit with Japan 
and the threat to United States indus
try. It calls on the United States Trade 
Representative to negotiate a com
prehensive automotive sector trade 
agreement with Japan. It will offset 
the anticipated glut of Japanese autos 
in the United States market as Japa
nese auto producers look to sell off 
their excess capacity because of limits 
imposed by the European Community. 

In addition, the Gephardt-Levin 
amendment will provide the President 
the necessary tools to ensure the Japa
nese honor the commitments they 
made at the Tokyo summit last Janu
ary. Chief among these was Japan's 
commitment that sourcing at their 
transplant facilities would result in in
creases in the use of domestic parts to 
a level of 70 percent. 

Finally, this amendment will estab
lish a monitoring system and an en
forcement mechanism that addresses 
the question of what to do if Japan 
fails to follow through on its promises. 

It has been said that every $1 billion 
invested translates into thousands of 
new jobs. Therefore, our $30 billion 
automotive trade deficit with Japan 
represents a loss of hundreds of thou
sands of jobs. If we fail to close this 
gap, our competitive edge will continue 
to rust, our manufacturing base will 
continue to erode, and our unemploy
ment rates will continue to soar. 

The Gephardt-Levin automotive sec
tor amendment is the critical compo
nent of a comprehensive trade policy 
that will save American jobs and 
American industry. This amendment 
addresses Japan's egregious trade poli
cies and practices that have denied 
American companies the opportunity 
to compete fairly, and have devastated 
the American work force. As a rep
resentative from the great State of 
Michigan, which employs nearly 35 per
cent of the Nation's automotive pro
duction workers, I ask that this body 
confront this cns1s head-on with 
strong legislation. Please support this 
amendment. 

0 1420 

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to brief
ly answer the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. PEASE] who had made some com
ments and referred to my comments in 
terms of the loss of jobs that would 
occur in this country if this legislation 
had passed or will pass and become law. 
I hope it will not. I am opposed to the 
legislation. 

I want to tell the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. PEASE], who is a friend of 
mine and for whom I have great respect 
that what we find in this legislation is 
punishment to those companies who 
have been associated with an original 
dumping problem, and they will get 
tainted as a result of that, and without 
evidence. So that will be a problem in 
terms of loss of jobs in and of itself. 

Companies that have done business 
on a normal business relationship, have 
not been part of dumping, but are asso
ciated with it. 

In addition to that, Mr. Chairman, 
we see in this legislation comments 
like " is significant," "a pattern of cir
cumvention," and also " historically 
supplied the parts." Those are very dif
ficult to quantify, and I think this is a 
very serious problem. 

So I would answer my colleague and 
friend from Ohio by saying that this is 
the section I was referring to in my 
earlier comments. I think it is dan
gerous to create legislation that is 
hard to define and that will touch com
panies that have not been a direct part 
of the problem, and it is going to over
flow onto them and will end some jobs 
in this country. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. PEASE]. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my chairman for yielding me the time. 

I would say to my colleague from 
Tennessee that I just have to say I 
have listened to his comments just now 
carefully and still did not see anything 
in there that directly would affect 
American companies. Surely if there is 
dumping of products below their cost 
in this country having an adverse ef
fect on American companies and work
ers, that ought to be stopped. And I am 
the author of the language strengthen
ing the antidumping and the 
anticountervailing duty sections, and I 
can assure the gentleman that it was 
not my intent, nor does the language 
in my opinion provide for any kind of 
adverse effects on American compa
nies. Quite the contrary. 

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE], a 
senior member of the committee. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to rei t
erate a few basic statistics, some of 

which may be somewhat repetitious 
but warrant reexamination routinely 
because H.R. 5100 threatens our export
driven growth in our economy which 
has really been increasingly dependent 
upon it for the last 2 or 3 years. 

Since 1988, Mr. Chairman, exports of 
goods and services have accounted for 
over 75 percent of U.S. economic 
growth. 

Second, the United States is now the 
world's No. 1 exporter, with over $610 
billion in exports of goods and services 
expected just this year alone. Each $1 
billion in exports generates nearly 
20,000 export-related jobs, and those 
jobs pay almost 17 percent more than 
the average U.S. wage. 

Turning to our relations with Japan, 
the United States exported nearly $50 
billion worth of goods to Japan in 1991, 
and that is more than to Germany, Ire
land, France, and Italy combined. Ex
ports to Japan have risen nearly 25 
times as fast as imports from Japan in 
the last 3 years. 

United States exports of manufac
tures to Japan have grown 30 percent 
faster than on a global basis. Finally, 
United States exports of services have 
grown 13 percent faster to Japan than 
globally. 

I would urge my colleagues to take a 
long hard look at the evidence and the 
facts . It is overwhelmingly conclusive 
that this is well-intentioned but mis
guided legislation, and I would urge a 
"no" vote. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 5100, the Trade Expan
sion Act of 1992. Not only will this bill give 
U.S. businesses a fighting chance at access 
to closed foreign markets, but the bill will re
form our international trade laws to cultivate 
fair trade in the domestic marketplace. 

Mr. Chairman, I also support the Trade Ex
pansion Act because it includes legislation 
which I authored earlier this Congress. 

On April 16, 1991, I introduced H.R. 1835 to 
strengthen the international competitiveness of 
the U.S. commercial communication satellite 
industry. I was pleased that after consideration 
and markup by the Subcommittee on Trade, 
my biii-H.R. 1835-was embraced by Chair
man ROSTENKOWSKI and included in the 
House trade expansion package. 

Under current law, entire communication 
satellites and most parts may be imported into 
the United States free of duty as long as the 
satellite is subsequently reexported or 
launched into orbit. However, certain compo
nents which are necessary for the domestic 
manufacture of communication satellites have 
different tariff classifications and are therefore 
subjected to high import duties. The importer 
may put up a bond in exchange for paying the 
duty and can have the bond and the tariff ex
cused if the manufacturer launches or reex
ports the satellite within 3 years. This proce
dure is known as temporary importation under 
bond [TIS]. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, the shuttle 
Challenger disaster and other launch failures 
played havoc with communication satellite 
launch schedules. As my colleagues know, the 
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schedules for launches are determined years 
in advance and the repercussions from these 
past failures are still being felt by the industry. 

My bill would provide satellite manufacturers 
with an additional 2 years-for a total of 5 
years-to launch their satellites without the 
builders sacrificing the bond or suffering the 
impact of liquidation damages as long as the 
delay was no fault of their own. 

Mr. Chairman, if enacted, my reform of TIB 
will ease the burden on those manufacturers 
who face harsh penalties for no fault of their 
own. 

I am grateful that General Electric's astra
space division in East Windsor, NJ, brought 
this situation to my attention. While passage of 
my measure will provide substantial benefits to 
a local constituent, I see broad positive impli
cations from this legislation. 

According to a statement submitted to the 
House Subcommittee on Trade in support of 
my bill, the added time to launch or reexport 
commercial satellites will enable satellite man
ufacturers to purchase the critical parts in larg
er quantities, thereby taking advantage of the 
reduced cost of such quantities. Dr. Lawrence 
R. Greenwood, then-division vice president 
and general manager of astro-space said, 
"The ability to purchase at lower cost in 'quan
tity' would make U.S. satellite manufacturers 
more competitive in the world market, with 
positive effects on the balance of trade." 

Among other satellite makers, Loral Corp. 
has expressed support for my measure. 

Mr. Chairman, the benefits provided by pas
sage of my legislation will clearly enhance the 
economic strength of U.S. commercial satellite 
firms in an increasingly competitive world mar
ket. I urge approval of this bill without further 
delay. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I will vote 
against H.R. 5100, the Trade Expansion Act of 
1992, because I firmly believe that it would re
sult in the exact opposite of what its title would 
suggest. 

Over the course of the last 3 years, the 
United States has recaptured our position as 
the world's largest exporter, with over $610 
billion in exports projected this year. Exports 
fuel 75 percent of our economic growth. We 
should not abandon the policies that have led 
to this success. 

I recognize, as some of my colleagues have 
pointed out, that we have a way to go in our 
trade relationship with some countries, espe
cially Japan. For example, there is no doubt 
that our automobile industry is hurting be
cause they are playing on an uneven playing 
field. 

But we have made progress over the last 3 
years. Our exports to Japan have risen nearly 
25 times as fast as our imports from Japan. 
We should not tie the hands of our negotiators 
while they are making this sort of positive 
progress. 

In my home State of New Jersey, some 
270,000 export-related jobs would be threat
ened if this bill becomes law. I have met with 
countless employers and employees in my 
district whose jobs depend on exports and 
who do not want us to resort to the kind of 
protectionism that will result in retaliatory 
measures and massive job loss. 

Enactment of this bill would hurt U.S. trade 
abroad and would hinder U.S. economic 

growth at home. Our economy benefits signifi
cantly from exports-exports that would shrink 
if we adopted the protectionist, retaliatory 
stance that this legislation represents. Each 
billion dollars in exports supports 20,000 
American jobs-jobs we need here at home. 

Among the leading New Jersey job sectors 
that could be subject to retaliatory trade action 
are our chemical products industry, our com
puter and industrial machinery industry, our 
electric and electronic equipment industry, and 
our scientific and measuring equipment indus
try. These four sectors account for more than 
$6 billion in exports from New Jersey every 
year. 

During my 8 years in Congress, I have 
worked hard to help small and medium busi
nesses increase their export opportunities. 
Let's not throw another roadblock in the way 
of these business people who are trying to ex
pand their opportunities overseas. 

As the international economy becomes in
creasingly interconnected, we must not hurt 
our competitive position by adopting the pro
tectionist, retaliatory trade strategy rep
resented by this bill. I urge its defeat. 

Ms. OAKAR. I rise in support of H.R. 5100, 
the Trade Expansion Act of 1992. America 
needs this legislation to combat unfair trading 
practices and to make a level playing field for 
global competition. 

This bill addresses our main trade problem, 
our country's trade deficit with Japan. Last 
year Japan accounted for two-thirds of the 
United States trade deficit, with the United 
States-Japan trade deficit of $43.4 billion. 
Automobiles and auto parts make up the larg
est part-75 percent-of our deficit with 
Japan. 

Our trade deficit with Japan in automobiles 
and auto parts is having a devastating impact 
on American workers. One out of every six 
American workers is employed in a job related 
to the auto and auto parts industry. The auto 
industry accounts for 12 percent of our gross 
national product and is a major consumer of 
steel, semiconductors, glass, textiles, machine 
tools, rubber, and other important products. 

We must not allow this mainstay of Amer
ican industry to be destroyed by unfair, preda
tory trading practices. The Trade Expansion 
Act initiates high level negotiations with Japan 
on automobiles and auto parts and makes the 
United States Trade Representative more re
sponsive to complaints of unfair trading prac
tices by industry groups. 

I urge Members to support this legislation. 
Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 

in opposition to H.R. 5100, the so-called Trade 
Expansion Act. 

Mr. Chairman, at a time when the United 
States is engaged in sensitive trade negotia
tions around the globe, H.R. 5100 sends the 
wrong message. 

Passage of this measure would signal to the 
world that the United States has given up on 
the possibility that international agreements 
can be reached and prosperity and growth can 
be realized by all nations working to open their 
markets. 

In addition, H.R. 5100 discriminates against 
American workers in automotive parts trans
plant firms-those not owned or controlled by 
Americans-pitting one American worker 
against another. 

This kind of blatant discrimination against 
foreign investment violates a long-standing 
U.S. policy of nondiscrimination toward foreign 
investment and discourages future investment. 
As foreign investment falls, so do the number 
of American jobs. And because the United 
States remains the world's largest foreign in
vestor, it is critical that we not provoke foreign 
governments around the world into trade wars 
that would destroy jobs. 

In my home State of Minnesota, exports 
generated $6.3 billion for the economy in 
1990. Foreign retaliation provoked by H.R. 
51 00 could jeopardize Minnesota's 170,000 
export-related jobs, in industries ranging from 
computers and electronics to agriculture and 
paper products. Minnesota is proud of its 
strong history of exporting and free trade. This 
bill could destroy that legacy, and vital export
ing industries nationwide. 

Mr. Chairman, across the country, U.S. ex
ports have almost singlehandedly driven this 
economy during recent years, accounting for 
75 percent of our economy's growth. Passage 
of H.R. 5100 could result in all-out retaliation 
by our trading partners, causing them to close 
their markets .to our goods, and destroying this 
critical component of our economy. 

Every $1 billion in exports translates into 
20,000 export-related American jobs-jobs 
that pay 17 percent more per hour than the 
average United States wage. If Japan and the 
EC imposed prohibitive tariffs on the five larg
est surplus sectors in the United States econ
omy, a loss of $35 billion in U.S. exports and 
700,000 high wage jobs could result. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is just one more ex
ample of politics as usual. My colleagues tout 
H.R. 5100 as a trade expansion initiative, 
when the real result would be trade destruc
tion. Destroying trade opportunities eliminates 
American jobs, not just in export industries, 
but across the economy, as unemployed work
ers face truncated purchasing power and the 
spread of economic stagnation. Lost jobs 
translate into higher deficits as tax revenues 
fall and recession-related spending rises. Fi
nally, and perhaps most importantly, these ef
fects translate into a severe blow to our Na
tion's morale as every family is touched by job 
loss and economic despair. 

I urge my colleagues to consider the dev
astating effects of this bill and reject politics as 
usual. This is not a trade expansion initiative, 
it's a job destruction ploy, at a time when our 
Nation can least afford it. I strongly urge my 
colleagues to reject H.R. 5100. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. Chair
man, the fundamental purpose of H.R. 5100, 
the Trade Expansion Act of 1992, is to 
strengthen the United States' international 
trade position. Title II, the Customs Mod
ernization Act, is one of the most effective 
tools in the bill for increasing American com
petitiveness. 

Many of the navigation laws that the U.S. 
Coast Guard and the U.S. Customs Service 
enforce are almost as old as our country. 
Eight significant navigation laws, including the 
basic foreign vessel clearance laws and the 
laws governing entry and clearance for ves
sels moving between U.S. ports, were enacted 
before 1800. 

The Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries played an active role in crafting title 
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II, because the provisions fall within the com
mittee's jurisdiction over the Coast Guard, 
common carriers engaged in maritime trans
portation, and navigation and related laws. 
Title II would modernize the procedures for 
enforcing vessel entry, clearance, and move
ment laws. The bill would amend statutes 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, including the 
Act to Prevent Pollution from Ships and cer
tain other laws in the appendix to title 46, Unit
ed States Code. 

The Coast Guard and Customs work under 
a memorandum of understanding in enforcing 
these entry and clearance statutes. The Coast 
Guard has primary enforcement authority for 
areas outside customs waters while Customs 
has primary responsibility for shore-side en
forcement of customs laws. The two agencies 
share enforcement responsibility within cus
toms waters. 

Under current law, Customs has to enforce 
obsolete laws that bear no relationship to 
modern shipping. For example, under present 
law a vessel master is required to report the 
number of cannons mounted on a ship to 
have the vessel cleared, and Customs is re
quired to examine 1 out of every 1 0 packages 
in a shipment. This bill would repeal those un
necessary provisions. 

Current law does not reflect technological 
advances in information resource manage
ment that have been made since the laws 
were enacted in the 1800's. The title would 
allow the Customs Service to purchase and 
use modern technology information effectively, 
such as an automated filing system for import
ers. These information resource management 
tools would give Customs the ability to gather 
information, analyze risk, recall data, and send 
information all over the United States. The title 
would improve Customs enforcement and 
allow Customs to handle imported merchan
dise quickly and efficiently. This streamlined 
merchandise processing would consequently 
benefit the private sector. 

Finally, title II would establish penalties for 
recordkeeping and drawback violations, in
crease the minimum transaction amount Cus
toms collects from $10 to $20, liberalize the 
definition of goods qualifying for customs duty 
drawbacks, and require interest to be paid on 
merchandise revaluations after goods have 
been entered through Customs. 

In summary, it is imperative that Congress 
give Americans the implements needed to 
compete effectively in the world market. This 
bill would also update our statutes, bringing 
them into the 20th century. It would also allow 
the Customs Service to use modern tech
nology the United States needs to succeed in 
a highly competitive, complex world economy. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of H.R. 5100. 

I applaud the hard work of Chairman Ros
TENKOWSKI and Chairman GIBBONS in crafting 
this piece of legislation that will open markets 
and create jobs. H.R. 5100 strengthens U.S. 
trade laws and closes loopholes, particularly in 
the area of antidumping and circumvention. 

Unfortunately, our negotiators have tried 
and failed to achieve our trade goals and it is 
time to implement legislation that will demand 
reciprocity from our trading partners. 

This legislation also includes provisions that 
modernize customs procedures by computeriz-

ing customs service transactions. It will im
prove customs enforcement. This is crucial to 
our global competitiveness. 

The Committee on Ways and Means has 
worked hard to make this a bipartisan bill and 
I urge you to support this tough, but fair, legis
lation. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
in strong opposition to the Gephardt-Levin 
amendment and the underlying bill, H.R. 5100. 

H.R. 5100, the Trade Expansion Act of 
1992, is poor trade policy which would actually 
harm America's economic interests. This bill is 
a unilateral attack on the Japanese at a time 
when we are negotiating with them bilaterally 
and multilaterally through the Uruguay round 
of the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade [GATT]. 

The administration has been and will con
tinue to negotiate with Japan on market open
ing measures for autos, auto parts, and rice. 
All three product areas are covered under the 
on-going structured impediments initiative, and 
the market opening sector specific [MOSS] 
talks have been expanded to include autos as 
well as auto parts. Furthermore, Japan's rice 
policies are currently under intense negotiation 
at the GATT. Imposing mandatory Super 301 
retaliation would not help bring these negotia
tions to a successful conclusion. Choosing 
which unfair trade practices to investigate is 
likely to have an adverse impact on U.S. trade 
relations. Allowing any interested party to re
quest, and get, the U.S. Trade Representative 
to investigate alleged abuses will lead to a 
much more confrontational and unfriendly trad
ing environment, which can only hurt Amer
ican business and U.S. jobs since America is 
the world's No. 1 exporter. 

The Gephardt-Levin amendment would 
make H.R. 5100 even worse. The amendment 
would require the administration to negotiate a 
Japanese auto import quota of 1.65 million 
units, which would remain in effect indefinitely. 
This would raise import prices and Japanese 
profits, making Japanese auto manufacturers 
even more competitive. It would also remove 
needed pressure on U.S. auto manufacturers 
to improve their products and conduct re
search and development. 

The Gephardt-Levin amendment would also 
unilaterally impose domestic content require
ments on foreign-owned auto manufacturing 
facilities located here in the United States. 
This is an unfair requirement which is likely to 
discourage needed future foreign investment 
in the United States. With the United States 
savings rate at drastically low levels, we 
should be encouraging foreign investment, 
which creates jobs here in the United States, 
not imposing restrictions on it. 

There are many good parts of the bill which 
were worked out in a bipartisan manner, like 
the Customs modernization and the reauthor
ization of the Customs Service, USTR, and 
the International Trade Commission, which I 
support. It is unfortunate that the Democrat 
leadership chose to put together a partisan 
package which has no chance of becoming 
law. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat the Gep
hardt-Levin amendment and H.R. 5100. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, its an election 
year, so it must be time for another trade bill. 
Democrats believe they have an election year 

issue-and they are willing to clear the decks 
here in the House to prove it. Despite the 
need to get spending bills passed to avoid a 
continuing resolution at the end of the year
another Democrat favorite I should add-we 
will instead take up a protectionist trade bill 
that feeds on the fears of Americans who are 
concerned about their jobs. 

This bill is snake-oil doled out at the House 
carnival-guaranteed to cure all the Nation's 
ills, even while the real cause of our economic 
sickness-skyrocketing Federal debt-goes 
unchecked. This bill will play well with the 
Democratic special interests in New York next 
week, which is the sole reason why we are 
bringing it up today. But, my friends on the 
other side of the aisle should be warned, this 
poison pill will not be swallowed by the Amer
ican people in November. 

This bill will cost American jobs. it will cost 
jobs for American autoworkers who are proud 
of their work for Honda of America or at Toy
ota plants here in the United States. But it will 
also cost American steelworkers, electrical 
workers, computer makers, engineers, and 
others who will suffer as domestic manufac
tured good prices skyrocket and demand falls. 
That's what protectionism does and that's 
what this bill will do. It hurts consumers who 
buy goods by limiting choices and causing 
price increases. And it hurts the people
Americans in this case-who make those 
goods. 

As we emerge from this recession, a driving 
force has been our increase in exports. In
deed, our export growth during the last few 
years has been the only part of the economy 
that has prevented an even deeper recession. 
Fred Bergsten of the Institute for International 
Economics recently told Congress that if it 
weren't for exports, the fourth quarter of 1991 
would have been the worst in postwar history. 

We are in the midst today of negotiating two 
landmark trade agreements. The North Amer
ican Free-Trade and the Uruguay round of the 
GATT both promise to bolster the United 
States economic position in the world. A posi
tion that has already been enhanced by ex
ports. At $610 billion, we are the No. 1 world 
exporter. And exports are forecasted to grow 
even further and projected to account for one
third of U.S. growth over the next 10 years. 
My colleagues should keep in mind that each 
billion dollars in exports creates 20,000 jobs. 
In addition, we have only begun to explore the 
long-term potential of the new markets open
ing up in the former Soviet Union and Eastern 
Europe. The potential to increase our eco
nomic standing while at the same time giving 
a jump-start to budding free market economies 
around the globe has never been better. 

This bill, by mandating Super 301 proce
dures, by changing antidumping laws and by 
violating existing GATT agreements, would 
jeopardize these possibilities-especially 
GATT. This bill is the vehicle for the Demo
crats' self-fulfilling prophecy. Democrats be
lieve the round will fail, therefore, we must 
pass legislation to guarantee it. 

Some 120,000 jobs in my State depend on 
exports. In Michigan, California, Illinois, Penn
sylvania, New York, Ohio, and other States, 
that figure is many times as large. And yet it 
is Members from these States who will jump 
on the protectionist bandwagon in order to 
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coddle a few, well-connected, special inter
ests. 

Members from those States should carefully 
consider their actions here today. It will be 
your workers who will lose their jobs and your 
local economies that will suffer-all in order to 
get that endorsement, or to be mentioned in 
that newsletter. 

This is a purely political bill--on the eve of 
the Democratic convention. It is not a jobs bill, 
or an economic growth bill, or even a trade bill 
for that matter-trade has been booming. This 
is a bill about endorsements and appease
ments, about special interests and election 
year politics. These are not good reasons for 
passing a Trade Expansion Act that after No
vember will only contract trade, close markets, 
increase prices, and force American layoffs. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against this 
bill. 

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to H.R. 5100, the Trade Expan
sion Act of 1992. 

Quite simply, I believe this bill should actu
ally be titled the "Trade and Employment Con
traction Act of 1992." Our Nation's economy is 
largely driven by our exports, and over the 
past year, the United States has regained its 
position as the world's No. 1 exporter, with 
over $600 billion in exports of goods and serv
ices this year. 

In recent years, almost three-fourths of our 
economic growth has come from exports, and 
each $1 billion in exports supports roughly 
20,000 jobs, which pay, on average, more 
than the average U.S. wage. In the case of 
my State, Florida exports totaled over $16 bil
lion in 1990, and supported over 300,000 jobs. 
By threatening these exports, we are threaten
ing the very heart of the Nation's, and Flor
ida's, economy. 

As many in this House know, I have not 
been reticent in aggressively criticizing the ad
ministration when I believe they are not prop
erly pursuing fair-trade agreements. However, 
they must be free to do their job, and this leg
islation denies that right-to the detriment of 
our economy. 

Finally, this legislation violates the Budget 
Enforcement Act by directing the President to 
use Congressional Budget Office [CBO] scor
ing. The President has flatly stated that he 
would veto any legislation using CBO scoring. 
His advisors have also threatened a veto of 
this bill on trade grounds. These scoring provi
sions, along with many of the trade provisions, 
have led me to the unfortunate conclusion that 
this bill is designed for a veto as an election 
year device. Therefore, I cannot, in good con
science, support this bill. 

In addition, I also oppose the Gephardt 
amendment for many of these same reasons. 
This amendment, like the underlying bill, will 
not achieve its publicly stated goals. It will cost 
jobs, and harm our economy, and I urge its 
defeat. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise to ex
press my strong support for H.R. 5100, the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1992, and the auto
motive policy amendments being offered here 
today. This amendment is long overdue. 

We must focus on achieving results in our 
trade with Japan. The automotive policy 
amendment will bring results. We should pass 
it without delay. 

By any measure, the automotive products 
industry is critical to our economy and the 
economic well-being of our people. One in 
every seven jobs is tied to the automotive 
products industry, which accounts for 4.5 per
cent of all goods and services produced in the 
United States. Moreover, the industry supports 
production and employment in important U.S. 
industries, consuming 40 percent of all ma
chine tools, 25 percent of glass production, 
and 20 percent of all semiconductors sold in 
the United States, among others. 

Despite the industry's importance, nearly a 
decade of inaction has characterized adminis
tration policy. What we have had is rhetoric 
that espouses free trade, but policies that 
have locked the American auto industry out of 
Japan's market. 

The administration's decade of inaction al
lowed Japan to rack up ever higher market 
share gains in the United States while continu
ing to protect its home market. Japan's market 
share in 1991 amounted to 3.1 million vehi
cles, which includes Japanese-owned trans
plant vehicles in North America-in all, captur
ing 30 percent of the United States automobile 
market. The situation is much the same in 
automotive parts trade, where Japan shipped 
$9.8 billion more to the United States in 1990 
than it bought here. 

By contrast, total import penetration into 
Japan for all vehicles during the past 3 years, 
1989, 1990 and 1991, is less than 3 percent. 
For United States exports to Japan, the reality 
is even more stark, with exports hovering 
around 0.4 percent of the Japanese market 
during the period. And when only Big Three 
exports are considered, market share amounts 
to less than one-twentieth of 1 percent. United 
States auto parts exports amounted to $800 
million in a Japanese market of over $100 bil
lion in 1990. 

The result of Japan's protective policies is a 
United States-Japan trade deficit of $43 billion 
in 1991, of which 65 percent is in automotive 
products trade. 

The reality then is we cannot reduce the 
deficit unless we deal with automotive prod
ucts trade. And the history in this respect is 
not good. This administration talks and talks 
some more. Japan makes a change here and 
then a change there. The end result is the 
same. Japanese market share in the United 
States continues to grow, and the Japanese 
market remains closed. The U.S. trade deficit 
in autos and auto parts continues to grow. 

Nearly a decade of talk makes one conclu
sion inescapable: Without strong action on the 
part of Congress, Japan will not change. 

The time for action is long overdue. The 
automotive policy amendment will cause this 
administration to deal directly with our auto
motive trade problems with Japan. 

The amendment directs the USTR to nego
tiate the continuation of the existing VRA on 
autos with Japan for as long as the Japan-Eu
ropean community agreement remains in ef
fect. This is a responsible solution to the 
Japan-European Community agreement. 

In addition, the amendment would hold the 
Japanese to the commitments made as part of 
the action plan during the President's trip to 
Tokyo this January. 

I urge my colleagues to support the auto
motive policy amendment. It is good policy. 

The American people have waited too long for 
a trade policy that gets tough with Japan. We 
should pass this amendment now. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 5100. 

This legislation seeks to correct a glaring 
imbalance which threatens to seriously erode 
our industrial base. The auto industry employs 
2 million workers and accounts for 4.5 percent 
of our GNP. Last year, our $30.1 billion auto
motive trade deficit with Japan alone amount
ed to a whopping 45 percent of our $66.2 bil
lion merchandise trade deficit with the entire 
world. The status quo is hurting us and help
ing Japan at our expense. 

There is something wrong when the Japa
nese are allowed to import 60 times more cars 
here than we are allowed to export to Japan. 
The Japanese sold 2.4 million cars here last 
year-including 1 .3 million imports and 1.1 
million transplants. The United States was al
lowed to sell just 30,128 cars in Japan. Is it 
fair to give Japan 33 percent of our market 
while we get a measly 1 percent of theirs? I 
do not think so. This is why I am an original 
cosponsor of this legislation. 

Economics texts may prescribe policy for 
perfect competition. But we are dealing with 
imperfect competition here, and unfair trade. 
This has gone on too long. 

By extending for 5 years the Super 301 pro
visions of the 1988 Trade Act, H.R. 5100 re
quires the United States Trade Representative 
[USTR] to annually report to Congress on 
countries that are trading unfairly with the 
United States. Once these countries are iden
tified, constructive solutions to the trade bar
riers may be found. In recent years negotia
tions have successfully removed trade bar
riers, with retaliation used only as a last resort. 

While the administration continues to rely on 
promises, this legislation seeks concretely to 
rectify the one-way flow of trade in the United 
States-Japan automotive and auto parts trade. 
It requires the USTR to conduct a Super 301 
investigation into Japanese trade policies and 
practices, such as the keiretsu cartel, which 
prevent United States autos and autos parts 
from entering the Japanese market. 

USTR also would have to negotiate with the 
Japanese an end to Japan's trade obstacles. 
We must stop the harmful status quo of United 
States-Japan trade relations before they do 
further harm to our economy and our workers. 
With a recession dragging on, now is not the 
time to let empty Japanese promises dictate 
our trade policy. 

And yet, agreements are subject to Japan's 
willingness to abide by them. In testimony be
fore Congress in April of this year, the admin
istration asked Congress to wait until the glob
al partnership plan of action negotiated during 
the President's January trip to Japan goes into 
effect. 

But the Japanese Government has yet to 
provide the promised results. No financial in
centives to promote car imports and foreign in
vestments in Japanese markets have been is
sued. The structural impediments initiative [SII] 
negotiations to open Japan's markets to Unit
ed States exports is uncertain, and unenforce
able anyway. A joint United States Department 
of Commerce/Japan Ministry of Trade and In
dustry [MITI] motor vehicle study due July 
1992 is not ready. 
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H.R. 5100 codifies all trade agreements be

tween the United States and Japan. Rather 
than obstructing the administration's trade poli
cies, Congress is merely trying to implement 
the commitments that the administration re
ceived from the Japanese in January. 

The provisions of the Gephardt-Levin 
amendment are another important part of this 
legislation. I urge my colleagues to support it. 
This amendment would put into law the vol
untary export limit of 1.65 million autos set by 
Japan on Japanese automobile exports to the 
United States. It also would require Japanese 
transplants in the United States to meet their 
commitment to increase their purchases of 
United States-made auto parts to 70 percent. 

Failure to act could jeopardize 600,000 
American jobs and result in a $22 billion deficit 
with Japan in the auto parts sector alone. Fail
ure to act would allow the 300 to 400 Japa
nese auto parts firms to continue to profit 
enormously from their business with Japanese 
transplants in the United States while United 
States auto parts makers have just 2 percent 
of the Japanese market. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an important first step. 
I urge my colleagues to support the Gephardt
Levin amendment and to support the bill. 

Mr. BACCHUS. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
in reluctant opposition to H.R. 5100. There is 
much good in the bill. I especially support the 
customs modernization provisions in the bill, 
and I commend Mr. GEPHARDT on these and 
other needed reforms. 

My foremost concern is with the timing of 
this measure. This is the wrong bill at the 
wrong time. This is simply not the time to lash 
out at our trading partners, however much 
they deserve it. After 5 years, we seem finally 
on the verge of completing the long and ex
ceedingly difficult Uruguay round of multilateral 
trade negotiations involving the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade [GATT]. A 
historic treaty among more than 1 00 nations 
may at last be imminent. Passage of this bill 
now could risk undermining the success of 
these trade negotiations that are so critical to 
our economic growth and to the prosperity of 
the entire world. 

"The Economist" recently predicted that ap
proval of the Uruguay round would imme
diately raise global income by at least $120 
billion a year-roughly one-half percent of to
day's gross world product. Reportedly, the 
United States would receive $35 billion of this 
new income. Will this bill produce such lucra
tive results? Why risk the tremendous poten
tial benefits of the Uruguay round for Amer
ican business and American workers for the 
sake of what is in many ways merely an exer
cise in legislative ventilation? The success of 
the Uruguay round is far more important than 
anything we are likely to achieve as a result 
of passing this bill. 

Furthermore, while we must of course do all 
we can- to fight unfair trade practices and to 
pry open foreign markets where American 
firms have been denied fair access, the fact 
remains that where our true long-term eco
nomic interests are concerned, multilateral 
trade negotiations are far, far preferable to 
unilateral actions such as those contemplated 
by H.R. 5100. We wilt have ample opportunity 
to review and, if necessary, adjust our trade 
laws when we consider the results of the Uru-

guay round as well as the results of the ongo
ing negotiations for a free-trade agreement 
among the United States, Canada, and Mex
ico. 

Finally, despite its title, I fear that this Trade 
Expansion Act is really a trade reduction act. 
This bill will boomerang against U.S. exporters 
by provoking retaliation by our trading part
ners. 

As a Representative from Florida, I know 
the importance of exports to the U.S. econ
omy. More than 300,000 jobs in Florida are 
export-related. Exports generated approxi
mately $16 billion for Florida businesses in 
1990. Nationally, exports have accounted for 
75 percent of our economic growth since 
1988. Each $1 billion in exports supports 
about 20,000 export-related jobs. And these 
export-related jobs pay 17 percent more per 
hour than the average American wage. 

We must not forget that even with our trade 
deficit with Japan, Japan remains America's 
second largest export market. Furthermore, 
we have a trade surplus with the European 
Community. Retaliation by Japan and the EC 
against the unilateral actions envisioned by 
H.R. 5100 could be particularly destructive to 
American agriculture and to aerospace and 
other American manufacturing sectors at a 
time when exports alone seem to be propel
ling our economy. The so-called Trade Expan
sion Act could end up shrinking our economy 
and shrinking our future. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 5100, the Trade Expansion 
Act, which will extend Super 301 trade author
ity for 5 years, and also toughen our Nation's 
current antidumping and countervailing duty 
laws. I also strongly support the Gephardt
Levin amendment, which seeks to codify the 
agreements reached between the President 
and the Japanese Prime Minister in their joint 
action plan, regarding trade in automobiles 
and automobile parts. In short, these propos
als will strengthen the hand of the President in 
his negotiations with foreign nations to open 
up markets and ensure free and fair trade 
worldwide. 

I want to take this opportunity to commend 
the work of the chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee, Congressman ROSTEN
KOWSKI, for his work in shepherding this bill to 
the floor. H.R. 5100 is balanced legislation 
that will give the administration additional tools 
to improve the international trading position of 
the United States, and ensure access for U.S. 
goods in foreign markets. The gentleman's ef
forts to hold this bill together, and bring mean
ingful, responsible trade legislation to the floor 
this year, deserves the thanks of all Members 
of the House. 

H.R. 51-00. contains a number of provisions 
to assist U.S. manufacturers to compete on·an 
equal basis in international trade. Reauthoriza
tion of Super 301 procedures for 5 years will 
provide a systematic and ordered policy
making and negotiation framework for reduc
ing foreign trade barriers. In addition, H.R. 
51 00 includes improvements in our Nation's 
antidumping and countervailing duty laws, 
which wiH help to prevent circumvention of 
these laws by foreign companies seeking to 
gain market share in the United States, at the 
expense of domestic producers. 

Mr. Chairman, nowhere is the issue-of mar
ket access for American products more acute 

than in United States-Japan trade relations. 
President Bush traveled to Tokyo this January 
to meet with the Japanese Prime Minister on 
the issue of trade negotiations between our 
two nations. The main focus of the talks was 
on the United States trade deficit with Japan 
in automobiles and automobile parts. The 
President and the Prime Minister announced a 
joint action plan at the end of their summit, 
where the Japanese manufacturers pledged to 
try to increase the U.S. content of their cars 
produced in the United States from the current 
level of 50 percent to 70 percent by 1994. The 
Japanese also pledged to voluntarily limit the 
number of cars they export to the United 
States to 1.65 million per year. 

The Gephardt-Levin amendment to H.R. 
51 00 merely seeks to reinforce the pledges 
made by the Japanese in the joint action plan 
by codifying them into United States trade 
laws. The Gephardt-Levin amendment statu
torily limits the number of cars Japan may im
port into the United States at 1.65 million per 
year as long as the automobile agreement be
tween the European Community and Japan 
remains in force. The Gephardt-Levin amend
ment also simply codifies the Japanese pledge 
to produce cars with at least 70 percent do
mestic content at their transplant operations in 
the United States by 1994. It is a reasonable 
amendment which should receive the support 
of all Members of the House. 

At a time when we have just completed en
actment of yet another emergency unemploy
ment benefits extension bill, and the an
nouncement that unemployment has jumped 
to its highest level in more than 8 years, I be
lieve that it is imperative that we pass legisla
tion which will improve the ability of American 
manufacturers to export their products over
seas, and thus employ more Americans to 
produce these products. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to many 
members on the other side of the aisle argue 
that extending emergency unemployment ben
efits did not address the causes of unemploy
ment, and therefore would not really help the 
unemployed worker. Well, to those Members I 
would say that insuring market access for 
American goods, and strengthening laws to 
prevent unfair foreign competition in the Unit
ed States certainly addresses some of the 
causes of unemployment in our country. I 
would hope that those Members who have ar
gued that preservation of existing jobs, and 
creation of new jobs is the answer to the un
employment problem will stand up today and 
show their commitment to helping America's 
unemployed workers by voting in support of 
H.R. 5100, and in support of the Gephardt
Levin amendment. 

Mr. UPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 5100, the Trade Expansion Act. This 
legislation will help resolve the many important 
international trade issues we are facing today. 
With the end of the cold war, I believe inter
national trade is the most critical issue 
effecting our Nation's future strength and pros
perity and am pleased we are finally taking 
steps to put teeth into our trade policy. 

The Super 301 provisions of the bill will re
vive the process by which our industries and 
government can identify and retaliate against 
unfair trade practices. I have often been frus
trated by the inattention of the U.S. Trade 
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Representative to foreign trade violations, and 
this bill will require that office to respond. It is 
time the USTR acts as an advocate for Amer
ican business rather than greasing the wheels 
for foreign competitors to enter our markets. 

I also strongly support the Gephardt-Levin 
amendment which will bring fair trade to the 
auto industry. It is not radical or protectionist, 
but simply gives force of law to the commit
ments the Japanese made to President Bush 
in Tokyo. It will require Japanese transplants 
to use 70 percent American parts by 1994, as 
they promised. It also caps Japanese imports 
at a level the Japanese Government volun
tarily established. 

I believe this amendment will save jobs in 
the American auto industry, which is our most 
important industry in terms of jobs and GNP. 
Last year the United States accumulated more 
than a $30 billion auto trade deficit with 
Japan-a level that has not decreased in 5 
years-despite the fact that our industry has 
made substantial gains in other markets and 
had a surplus with the European Community. 
Our continuing deficits with Japan are a direct 
result of unfair trading practices which limit ac
cess to the Japanese market. 

I should also point out that the amendment 
does nothing to affect the production levels of 
Japanese transplants and will not negatively 
impact the thousands of American workers at 
those plants. There is no reason to fear that 
the amendment will cause job losses among 
American workers. 

I congratulate Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI and the 
members of the Ways and Means Committee 
for their excellent work on this legislation and 
Mr. GEPHARDT and Mr. LEVIN for their amend
ment. American industries and workers will 
greatly benefit from their efforts. 

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Chairman, we 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute now printed in 
the reported bill shall be considered as 
an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment, and shall be considered as 
read. 

The text of the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 
the "Trade Expansion Act of 1992". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

TITLE I-MARKET ACCESS PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A-Enforcement of United States Rights 

Under Trade Agreements and Response to 
Certain Foreign Trade Practices 

Sec. 101. Extension of "Super 301" authority 
for 5 years. 

Sec. 102. Review of the compliance by foreign 
countries with bilateral trade 
agreements. 

Sec. 103. Increased access of United States rice 
and rice products to the Japanese, 
Korean, and Taiwanese markets. 

Sec. 104. Consultations tor purposes of prevent
ing certain foreign actions that 
may become actionable under title 
Ill. 

Sec. lOS. Protection of intellectual property 
rights under "special 301" provi
sions. 

Sec. 106. Denial of entry of certain reciprocal 
products. 

Subtitle B-International Trade in Motor 
Vehicles and Motor Vehicle Parts 

Sec. 111. Increased access of United States 
motor vehicles and motor vehicle 
parts to the Japanese market. 

Sec. 112. Foreign-trade zone operations of pro
ducers in the motor vehicle and 
motor vehicle parts industry. 

TITLE II-CUSTOMS MODERNIZATION 
Sec. 201. Short title. 
Sec. 202. Reference. 

Subtitle A-Improvements in Customs 
Enforcement 

Sec. 211. Penalties for violations of arrival, re
porting, entry, and clearance re
quirements. 

Sec. 212. Failure to declare. 
Sec. 213. Customs testing laboratories; detention 

of merchandise. 
Sec. 214. Recordkeeping. 
Sec. 215. Examination of books and witnesses. 
Sec. 216. Judicial enforcement. 
Sec. 217. Review of protests. 
Sec. 218. Repeal of provision relating to reliqui-

dation on account of fraud. 
Sec. 219. Penalties relating to manifests. 
Sec. 220. Unlawful unlading or transshipment. 
Sec. 221. Penalties for fraud, gross negligence, 

and negligence; prior disclosure. 
Sec. 222. Penalties tor false drawback claims. 
Sec. 223. Interpretive rulings and decisions; 

public information. 
Sec. 224. Seizure authority. 

Subtitle B-National Customs Automation 
Program 

Sec. 231. National Customs Automation Pro-
gram. 

Sec. 232. Drawback and refunds. 
Sec. 233. Effective date of rates of duty. 
Sec. 234. Definitions. 
Sec. 235. Manifests. 
Sec. 236. Invoice contents. 
Sec. 237. Entry of merchandise. 
Sec. 238. Appraisement and other procedures. 
Sec. 239. Voluntary reliquidations. 
Sec. 240. Appraisement regulations. 
Sec. 241. Limitation on liquidation. 
Sec. 242. Payment of duties and fees . 
Sec. 243. Abandonment and damage. 
Sec. 244. Customs officer's immunity. 
Sec. 245. Protests. 
Sec. 246. Refunds and errors. 
Sec. 247. Bonds and other security. 
Sec. 248. Customhouse brokers. 
Sec. 249. Conforming amendments. 

Subtitle C-Miscellaneous Amendments to the 
Tariff Act of 1930 

Sec. 251. Administrative exemptions. 
Sec. 252. Report of arrival. 
Sec. 253. Entry of vessels. 
Sec. 254. Unlawful return of foreign vessel pa-

pers. 
Sec. 255. Vessels not required to enter. 
Sec. 256. Unlading. 
Sec. 257. Declarations. 
Sec. 258. General orders. 
Sec. 259. Unclaimed merchandise. 
Sec. 260. Destruction of merchandise. 
Sec. 261. Proceeds of sale. 
Sec. 262. Entry under regulations. 
Sec. 263. American trademarks. 
Sec. 264. Seizure. 
Sec. 265. Customs forfeiture fund. 
Sec. 266. Limitation on actions. 
Sec. 267. Collection of fees on behalf of other 

agencies. 
Sec. 268. Authority to settle claims. 

Sec. 269. Use of private collection agencies. 

Subtitle D-Miscellaneous Provisions and Con
sequential and Conforming Amendments to 
Other Laws 

Sec. 281. Amendments to the harmonized tariff 
schedules. 

Sec. 282. Amendment to the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

Sec. 283. Amendments to title 28, United States 
Code. 

Sec. 284. Amendments to the Revised Statutes of 
the United States. 

Sec. 285. Amendments to title 18, United States 
Code. 

Sec. 286. Amendment to the Act to prevent pol
lution from ships. 

Sec. 287. Amendments to the Act of November 6, 
1966. 

Sec. 288. Repeal of obsolete provisions of law. 
Sec. 289. Reports to Congress. 
Sec. 290. Applicability of amendments to entry 

or withdrawal of goods. 

TITLE Ill-CUSTOMS AND TRADE AGENCY 
AUTHORIZATIONS FOR FISCAL YEARS 
1993 AND 1994 

Sec. 301. Customs and trade agency authoriza
tions. 

Sec. 302. Customs forfeiture fund. 
Sec. 303. Repeal of east-west trade statistics 

monitoring system. 
Sec. 304. Fees tor certain customs services. 
Sec. 305. Customs personnel airport work shift 

regulation. 

TITLE IV-OTHER TRADE PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A-Nontariff Provisions 

CHAPTER I-MISCELLANEOUS NONTARIFF 
PROVISIONS 

Sec. 401. Market disruption. 
Sec. 402. End-use certificates. 
Sec. 403. Negotiations on anticompetitive prac

tices. 
Sec. 404. Machine tool import arrangements. 
Sec. 405. Simplification of certain United States 

international trade laws. 
Sec. 406. Congressional Research Service Spe

cial Trade Unit. 
Sec. 407. Report regarding secondary Arab 

League boycott. 
CHAPTER 2-IMPORT SANCTIONS TO CONTROL 

NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION 
Sec. 411. Short title. 
Sec. 412. Imposition of sanctions. 
Sec. 413. Definitions. 
Subtitle B-Foreign Subsidies and Countervail

ing and Antidumping Duty Amendments 

Sec. 421. Administrative review of determina-
tions. 

Sec. 422. Material injury. 
Sec. 423. Dual pricing of inputs. 
Sec. 424. Report, and access to data, regarding 

countervailing and antidumping 
duty collections. 

Sec. 425. Prevention of circumvention or diver
sion of antidumping and counter
vailing duty orders. 

Sec. 426. Study by the administering authorities 
on ways to simplify initiation of 
countervailing and antidumping 
duty actions. 

Sec. 427. Reports by United States Trade Rep
resentative on operation of com
mercial aircraft agreement. 

Sec. 428. International trade agreements on 
antidumping. 

Sec. 429. Trade distorting subsidies by foreign 
governments. 

Sec. 430. Nonmarket economy country anti
dumping investigations. 

Sec. 431. Material injury. 
Sec. 432. Threat of injury standard. 



18216 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 8, 1992 
Sec. 433. Principal trade negotiating objectives 

ot the United States concerning 
dispute settlement mechanisms 
with respect to United States 
countervailing duty and anti
dumping actions. 

Sec. 434. Change in effective date [or certain 
administrative reviews. 

Subtitle C-Other Tariff Provisions 
Sec. 441. Generalized system of preferences. 
Sec. 442. Implementation of Annex D of the 

Nairobi Protocol. 
Sec. 443. Miscellaneous tariff provisions. 
Sec. 444. Cost estimate. 

TITLE I-MARKET ACCESS PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A-Enforcement of United State11 

Ri6ht11 Under Trade Agreement11 and JU. 
11porue to Certain Forei6n Trade Practice11 

SBC. 101. EXTENSION OF "SUPER 301" AUTHORITY 
FOR5YEARS. 

Section 3IO(a)(I) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2420(a)(l)) is amended by striking out 
"calendar year 1989, and also the date in cal
en-dar year 1990," and inserting "each of cal
endar years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997". 
SEC. 102. REVIEW OF THE COMPUANCE BY FOR· 

EIGN COUNTRIES WITH BILATERAL 
TRADE AGREEMENTS. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO TITLE lll.-Chapter 1 of 
title III of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2411 
et seq.) is amended by inserting after section 306 
the following new section: 
"SEC. 306A. REQUESTS FOR REVIEW OF FOREIGN 

COMPUANCE. 
"(a) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec

tion-
' '(I) The term 'interested person • means any 

person that has a significant economic interest 
that is being, or has been, adversely affected by 
the failure of a foreign country to comply mate
rially with the terms of a trade agreement. 

"(2) The term 'trade agreement' means any bi
lateral trade agreement to which the United 
States is a party; except-

"(A) the United States-Canada Free-Trade 
Agreement entered into on January 2, 1988, and 

"(B) the Agreement on the Establishment of a 
Free Trade Area between the Government of the 
United States of America and the Government of 
Israel entered into on April 22, 1985. 

"(b) REQUEST FOR REVIEW.-
"(1) An interested person may request the 

Trade Representative to undertake a review 
under this section to determine whether a for
eign country is in material compliance with the 
terms of a trade agreement. 

"(2) A request for the review of a trade agree
ment under this section may be made only dur
ing-

"( A) the 30-day period beginning on each an
niversary of the effective date of the trade 
agreement; and 

"(B) the 30-day period ending on the 90th day 
before the termination date of the trade agree
ment, if the first day of such 30-day period oc
curs not less than 180 days after the last occur
ring. 30-day period ret erred to in subparagraph 
(A). 

"(3) The Trade Representative shall commence 
a review under this section if the request-

"( A) is in writing; 
"(B) includes information reasonably avail

able to the petitioner regarding the failure of 
the foreign country to comply with the trade 
agreement; 

"(C) identifies the economic interest of the pe
titioner that is being adversely affected by the 
failure referred to in subparagraph (B); and 

"(D) describes the extent of the adverse effect. 
"(4) If 2 or more requests are filed during any 

period described in paragraph (2) regarding the 
same trade agreement, cill of such requests shall 
be joined in a single review of the trade agree
ment. 

"(c) REVIEW.-
"(]) If 1 or more requests regarding any trade 

agreement are received during any period de
scribed in subsection (b)(2), then within 90 days 
after the last day of such period the Trade Rep
resentative shall determine whether the foreign 
country is in material compliance with the terms 
of the trade agreement. 

"(2) In making a determination under pam
graph (1), the Trade Representative shall take 
into account-

"(A) the extent to which the foreign country 
has adhered to the commitments it made to the 
United States; 

"(B) the extent to which that degree of adher
ence has achieved the objectives of the agree
ment; and 

"(C) any act, policy, or practice of the foreign 
country, or other relevant [actor, that may have 
contributed directly or indirectly to material 
noncompliance with the terms of the agreement. 
The acts, policies, or practices referred to in 
subparagraph (C) may include structural poli
cies. tariff or nontariff barriers, or other actions 
which affect compliance with the terms of the 
agreement. 

"(3) In conducting any review under para
graph (1), the Trade Representative may, if the 
Trade Representative considers such action nec
essary or appropriate-

"( A) consult with the Secretary of Commerce 
and the Secretary of Agriculture; 

"(B) seek the advice ot the United States 
International Trade Commission; and 

"(C) provide opportunity [or the presentation 
of views by the public. 

"(d) ACTION AFTER AFFIRMATIVE DETERMINA
TION.-

"(1) If, on the basis of the review carried out 
under subsection (c), the Trade Representative 
determines that a foreign country is not in ma
terial compliance with the terms of a trade 
agreement, the Trade Representative shall deter
mine what action to take under section 301(a). 

''(2) For purposes of section 301, any deter
mination made under subsection (c) shall be 
treated as a determination made under section 
304. 

"(3) In determining what action to take under 
section 301(a), the Trade Representative shall 
seek to minimize the adverse impact· on existing 
business relations or economic interests of Unit
ed States persons, including products tor which 
a significant volume of trade does not eu1-rently 
exist. 

"(e) INTERNATIONAL 0BLIGATIONS.-Nothing 
in this section may be construed as requiring ac
tions that are inconsistent with the inter
national obligations of the United States, in
cluding the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.-Section 

309(3)(A) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2419(3)(A)) is amended by striking out "section 
302," and inserting "sections 302 and 306A(c), ". 

(2) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of con
tents of the Trade Act of 1974 relating to chapter 
1 of title Ill is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 306 the following: 
"Sec. 306A. Requests tor review o[ foreign com

pliance.". 
SEC. 103. INCREASED ACCESS OF UNITED STATES 

RICE AND RICE -PRODUCTS TO THE 
JAPANESE, KOREAN, AND TAIWAN· 
ESE MARKETS. 

(a) INITIATION OF "SECTION 301" INVESTIGA
TION.-Within 45 days after the date of the en
actment of this Act, the United States Trade 
Representative shall initiate an investigation 
under section 302(b)(I) o[ the Trade Act of 1974 
(19 U.S.C. 2412(b)(l)) regarding all those acts, 
policies, and practices of Japan, Korea, and 
Taiwan that affect the access of rice and rice 

products produced in the United States to the 
market of each of such countries. 

(b) NEGOTIATIONS.-During the period of the 
investigation required under subsection (a), the 
United States Trade Representative shall seek 
the elimination of the acts, policies, and prac
tices referred to in subsection (a), either-

(1) pursuant to the Uruguay Round of multi
lateral trade negotiations under the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade; or 

(2) on a bilateral basis with the governments 
of each of the countries referred to in subsection 
(a). 

(c) REPORT ON NEGOTIATIONS.-No later than 
March 1, 1993, the United States Trade Rep
resentative shall submit to Congress a report 
that states whether, and to what extent, the ne
gotiations required under subsection (b) have 
been successful and, if such negotiations have 
not been successful, the report shall also-

(1) state in detail the reasons therefor; and 
(2) set forth those actions that will be taken to 

achieve the purposes of this section. 
SEC. 104. CONSULTATIONS FOR PURPOSES OF 

PREVENTING CERTAIN FOREIGN AC· 
TIONS THAT MAY BECOME ACTION· 
ABLE UNDER TITLE Ill. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 302(a) of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2412(a)) is amended by in
serting after paragraph (4) the following: 

"(5) If the Trade Representative-
"(A) makes, with respect to a petition con

taining an allegation referred to in section 
301(a)(l)(B)(ii) or (b)(1), a negative determina
tion under paragraph (2) on the basis that a 
burden or restriction on United States commerce 
currently does not exist, but 

"(B) considers that such a burden or restric
tion is likely to exist if the foreign country con
cerned either continues to apply, or implements 
a heretofore unexecuted aspect of. the act, pol
icy, or practice involved, 
the Trade Representative shall request consulta
tions with the foreign country [or purposes of 
preventing circumstances that may lead to re~ 
newed allegations that the act, policy, or prac
tice burdens or restricts United States com
merce.". 

(b) EXPEDITED CONSULTATIONS.-Section 303 
of such Act (19 U.S.C. 2413) is amended-

(1) by striking out "commenced," in sub
section (a)(2)(B) and inserting "commenced (or 
the 90th day after the day on which consulta
tion was commenced if previous consultation 
with the foreign country concerned regarding 
any issue under investigation was requested or 
engagedrin under section 302(a)(5)). " ; 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (B) of sub
section (b)(l) the following flush sentence: 
"The Trade Representative may not delay con
sultations under the authority of this subsection 
if previous consultation with the foreign coun
try concerned regarding any issue under inves
tigation was requested or engaged in under sec
tion 302(a)(5)." 

(c) REPORT.-Section 309(3)(A) o[ such Act (19 
U.S.C. 2419~3)(A)) (as amended by section 
102(b)(1))· is further amended by· inserting after 
"306A(c)," the following: "and, if consultations 
are requested or engaged in under section 
302(a)(5), the response of the foreign government 
to the request or the progress in, or results of, 
such consultations, as the case may be,". 
SEC. 105. PROTECTION OF INTELLECTUAL PROP· 

ERTY IUGHTS UNDER "SPECIAL 301" 
PROVISIONS. 

Section 182 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2242(d)(2)) is amended-

(1) by amending subsection (a)(I)-
(A) by striking out "or" at the end of sub

paragraph (A), 
(B) by striking out "and" at the end of sub

paragraph (B) and inserting "or", and 
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 

following: 
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"(C) deny adequate substantive standards, 

and"; 
(2) by amending subsection (b)(l)(A)-
(A) by striking out "or" at the end of clause 

(i), 
(B) by inserting "or" after the comma at the 

end of clause (ii), and 
(C) by inserting after clause (ii) the following: 
"(iii) deny adequate substantive standards,"; 

and 
(3) by amending subsection (d) by adding at 

the end thereof the folLowing: 
"(4) A foreign country denies adequate sub

stantive standards if the country enforces or 
permits procedures under its patent approval 
system that result in, among other practices-

"( A) patent applications being subject to pre
grant opposition, 

"(B) the extended deferral beyond 3 years of 
patent examination, 

"(C) an inordinately long period of time being 
required for approval of applications, 

"(D) an issued patent term of less than 17 
years from date of grant or 20 years from date 
of file, or 

"(E) inordinate delay in obtaining or unavail
ability of judicial review of denied applica
tions.". 
SEC. 106. DENIAL OF ENTRY OF CERTAIN RECIP· 

ROCAL PRODUCTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-
(!) IDENTIFICATION OF RECIPROCAL PROD

VCTS.-1/ the Trade Representative-
( A) identifies a foreign country as a priority 

foreign country under section 182(a)(2) of the 
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2242(a)(2)); and 

(B) as a result of an investigation commenced 
under section 302(b) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2412(a)) pursuant to the identification re
ferred to in subparagraph (A), makes an affirm
ative determination under section 304(a)(l) of 
such Act that the denial of adequate and effec
tive protection of intellectual property rights by 
such country is an act, policy, or practice that 
is unreasonable and burdens or restricts United 
States commerce; 
the Trade Representative shall identify each 
product (hereinafter referred to in this section 
as a "reciprocal product") or group of recip
rocal products that-

(i) is manufactured, prepared, propagated, 
compounded, or processed in one or more estab
lishments within such country, and 

(ii) is directly related to the denial of ade
quate and effective protection of intellectual 
property rights that is determined under sub
paragraph (B) to be unreasonable and a burden 
Gr restriction on United States commerce. 

(2) NOTICE OF RECIPROCAL PRODUCT /DENTI
FICATIONS.-At the time an affirmative deter
mination referred to in paragraph (l)(B) is 
made, the Trade Representative shall cause to 
be published in the Federal Register a notice 
containing the reciprocal product identifications 
made under paragraph (1) as a consequence of 
such determination. 

(b) DENIAL OF ENTRY TO RECIPROCAL PROD
UCTS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in para
graph (2), the Secretary shall deny entry to 
each reciprocal product. 

(2) EXCEPTION.-The Secretary may not deny 
entry under the authority of paragraph (1) to 
any reciprocal product of a foreign country if 
the Trade Representative determines that-

( A) such country is taking satisfactory steps 
to provide adequate and effective protection of 
intellectual property rights, 

(B) such country has agreed to an imminent 
solution, that is satisfactory to the Trade Rep
resentative, to the burden or restriction on Unit
ed States commerce, 

(C) such country has agreed to provide com
pensatory trade benefits that are satisfactory to 
the Trade Representative, or 

(D) in an extraordinary case, where the tak
ing of action under this subsection would have 
an adverse impact on the United States economy 
substantially out of proportion to the benefits of 
such action, taking into account the impact of 
not taking such action on the credibility of the 
provisions of this section. 
The Trade Representative shall cause to be pub
lished in the Federal Register a notice of any 
determination made under this paragraph. 

(3) NOTIFICATION.-The Secretary shall notify 
the appropriate importer of record or consignee 
of each denial of entry imposed under the au
thority of paragraph (1) . 

(4) EXPORTATION OR DESTRUCTION.-The Sec
retary shall destroy any reciprocal product for 
which entry is denied under paragraph (1) un
less the product is exported from the United 
States, in accordance with regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary, within the 90-day pe
nWll (or such longer period as may be permi tted 
under regulation) after the day on which notice 
regarding the product is issued under paragraph 
(3). 

(c) REGULATIONS.-The Trade Representative 
and Secretary shall each prescribe such regula
tions as are necessary or appropriate to carry 
out the respective functions given them under 
this section. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.- As used in this section-
(1) The term "entry" includes a withdrawal 

from warehouse tor consumption. 
(2) The term "Secretary" means the Secretary 

of the Treasury. 
(3) The term "Trade Representative" means 

the United States Trade Representative. 
Subtitle B-International Trade in Motor 

Vehicles and Motor Vehicle Parts 
SEC. Ill. INCREASED ACCESS OF UNITED STATES 

MOTOR VEHICLES AND MOTOR VEHI
CLE PARTS TO THE JAPANESE MAR
KET. 

(a) INITIATION OF "SECTION 301" /NVESTIGA
TION.-Within 45 days after the date of the en
actment of this Act, the United States Tratje 
Representative shall initiate an investigatir,m 
under section 302(b)(l) of the Trade Act of 1974 
(1-9 U.S.C. 2412(b)(l)) regarding all those acts, 
policies, and practices of Japan, including, but 
not limited to-

O) the acts, policies, and practices utilized in. 
t1J,e Japanese automotive distribution system; 

(2) the toleration of systematic anticompetitive 
activities by or among private firms (including 
the relationships commonly known as 
" Keiretsu"); 

(3) exclusionary business practices; and 
(4) testing requirements and other government 

regulations; 
that affect the access to the Japanese market of 
motor vehicles and motor vehicle parts produced 
by manufacturers, other than those that are 
Japanese owned or controlled , that are located 
in the United States (hereafter in this section re
ferred to as "United States manufacturers"). 

(b) TRADE AGREEMENT.-During the period of 
the investigation required under subsection (a), 
the United States Trade Representative shall 
enter into negotiations with the Government of 
Japan tor the purpose of concluding a trade 
agreement that-

(1) eliminates or modifies those aspects of the 
acts, pplicies, and practices referred to in sub
section (a) that act as barriers to the Japanese 
market for exports of motor vehicles and motor 
vehicle parts produced by United States manu
facturers; 

(l) provides for the prompt implementation 
and enforcement by the Government of Japan of 
its commitments under the Structural Impedi
ments Initiative (Sll), the Market-Oriented Sec
tor Specific (MOSS) agreements, the Market
Oriented Cooperation Plan (MOCP), and the 
Action Plan announced at the Tokyo Summit in 

January 1992 with respect to trade in, and the 
purchase of, motor vehicles and motor vehicle 
parts; 

(3) establishes longer term goals for the pur
chase by Japanese motor vehicle manufacturers 
of high value-added motor vehicle parts and ac
cessories from United States manufacturer-s 
through immediate parts sourcing arrangements 
and "design-in" projects aimed at new model 
development; and 

(4) establishes procedures for the exchange of 
information between the appropriate agencies of 
the United States and Japanese Governments 
that will permit the accurate assessment of the 
bilateral trade in motor vehicle parts, particu
larly with respect to the extent of the purchrJ,Se 
of motor vehicle parts produced by United States 
manufacturers tor use by Japanese sources in 
the Japanese market. 
The United States Trade Representative should 
seek the support of other interested foreign gov
ernments in obtaining a trade agreement under 
this subsection. 

(c) REPORT IF NEGOTIATIONS UNSUCCESSFUL.
If the negotiations undertaken pursuant to sub
section (b) are not successful, the United States 
Trade Representative shall submit to the Con
gress a report that-

(1) states in detail the reasons why the nego
tiations were not successful; and 

(2) sets forth those actions that will be taken, 
or will be proposed for congressional consider
ation, to achieve the objectives sought in the ne
gotiations. 
Such report shall be submitted no later than the 
date by which the determinations under section 
304 of the Trade Act of 1974 are required with 
respect to the investigation initiated under sub
section (a). 
SEC. 112. FOREIGN-TRADE ZONE OPERATIONS OF 

PRODUCERS IN THE MOTOR VEHI· 
CLE AND MOTOR VEHICLE PARTS IN
DUSTRY. 

In the administration of the Act of June 18, 
1934 (commonly known as the "Foreign-Trade 
Zones Act"), the Board established by such Act 
shall-

(1) review the operations of United States and 
foreign motor vehicle and· motor vehicle parts 
producers to determine whether the foreign 
trade zones (including subzones) of such pro
ducers have a net positive economic effect on 
the United States, according to the standards 
set forth in such Aat and the regulations issued 
by such Board on October 8, 1991 (15 CPR Part 
41JO); and 

(2) on the basis of its review, take appropriate 
q.ction authorized by existing law and regula
tions, including the possible revocation or modi
fication of a zone or subzone grant, with respect 
to any producer referred to in paragraph (1) 
whose operations in a foreign trade zone are de
termined not to have a net positive effect on the 
United States economy. 

TITLE II-CUSTOMS MODERNIZATION 
SEC 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "Customs Mod
emiza.tion and Informed Compliance Act". 
SEC. 202. REFERENCE. 

Whenever in subtitle A, B, or C of this title an 
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of an 
amendment to, or repeal of, a part, section, sub
section, or other provision, the reference shall be 
considered to be made to a part, section, sub
section, or other provision of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1202 et seq.). 

Subtitle A-Improvements in Custom~~ 
Enforcement 

SEC. 211. PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS OF ARRJV. 
AL, REPORTING, ENTRY, AND CLEAR· 
ANCE REQUIREMENTS. 

Section 436 (19 U.S.C. 1436) is amended
(]) by amending subsection (a)-
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(A) by striking out "433" in paragraph (1) 

and inserting "431, 433, or 434 of this Act or sec
tion 4197 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States (46 U.S.C. App. 91)", 

(B) by amending paragraph (2) to read as fol
lows: 

"(2) present or transmit, electronically or oth
erwise, any forged, altered, or false document, 
paper information, data or manifest to the Cus
toms Service under section 431(e), 433(d), or 434 
of this Act or section 4197 of the Revised Stat
utes of the United States (46 U.S.C. App. 91) 
without revealing the facts; or", and 

(C) by amending paragraph (3) to read as fol
lows: 

"(3) to fail to make entry or to obtain clear
ance as required by section 434 or 644 of this 
Act, section 4197 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States (46 U.S.C. App. 91), or section 1109 
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 
1509); or"; and 

(2) by striking out "and entry" in the section 
heading and inserting "entry, and clearance". 
SEC. 212. FAILURE TO DECLARE. 

Section 497(a) (19 U.S.C. 1497(a)) is amended
(1) by inserting "or transmitted" after 

"made" in paragraph (I)( A); and 
(2) by amending paragraph (2)(A) to read as 

follows: 
"(A) if the article is a controlled substance, ei

ther $500 or an amount equal to 1,000 percent of 
the value of the article, whichever amount is 
greater; and". 
SEC. 213. CUSTOMS TESTING LABORATORIES; DE· 

TENTION OF MERCHANDISE. 
(a) AMENDMENT.-Section 499 (19 U.S.C. 1499) 

is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 499. EXAMINATION OF MERCHANDISE. 

"(a) ENTRY EXAMINATION.-
"(]) IN GENERAL.-Imported merchandise that 

is required by law or regulation to be inspected, 
examined, or appraised shall not be delivered 
from customs custody (except under such bond 
or other security as may be prescribed by the 
Secretary to assure compliance with all applica
ble laws, regulations, and instructions which 
the Secretary or the Customs Service is author
ized to enforce) until the merchandise has been 
inspected, appraised, or examined and is re
ported by the Customs Service to have been 
truly and correctly invoiced and found to com
ply with the requirements of the laws of the 
United States. 

"(2) EXAMINATION.-The Customs Service-
"( A) shall designate the packages or quan

tities of merchandise covered by any invoice or 
entry which are to be opened and examined for 
the purpose of appraisement or otherwise; 

"(B) shall order such packages or quantities 
to be sent to such place as is designated by the 
Secretary by regulation tor such purpose; 

"(C) may require such additional packages or 
quantities as the Secretary considers necessary 
tor such purpose; and 

"(D) shall inspect a sufficient number of ship
ments, and shall examine a sufficient number of 
entries, to ensure compliance with the laws en
forced by the Customs Service. 

"(3) UNSPECIFIED ARTICLES.-If any package 
contains any article not specified in the invoice 
or entry and, in the opinion of the Customs 
Service, the article was omitted from the invoice 
or entry-

"( A) with fraudulent intent on the part of the 
seller, shipper, owner, agent, importer of record 
or entry filer, the contents of the entire package 
in which such article is found shall be subject to 
seizure; or 

"(B) without fraudulent intent, the value of 
the article shall be added to the entry and the 
duties, tees and taxes thereon paid accordingly . 

"(4) DEFICIENCY.-!! a deficiency is found in 
quantity, weight, or measure in the examination 
of any package, the person finding the defi-

ciency shall make a report thereof to the Cus
toms Service. The Customs Service shall make 
allowance for the deficiency in the liquidation 
of duties. 

"(b) TESTING LABORATORIES.-
"(]) ACCREDITATION OF PRIVATE TESTING LAB

ORATORIES.-The Customs Service shall establish 
and implement a procedure, under regulations 
promulgated by the Secretary, for accrediting 
private laboratories within the United States 
which may be used to perform tests (that would 
otherwise be performed by Customs Service lab
oratories) to establish the characteristics, quan
tities, or composition of imported merchandise. 
Such regulations-

"( A) shall establish the conditions required 
tor the laboratories to receive and maintain ac
creditation for purposes of this subsection; 

"(B) shall establish the conditions regarding 
the suspension and revocation of accreditation, 
which may include the imposition of a monetary 
penalty not to exceed $100,000 and such penalty 
is in addition to the recovery, from a gauger or 
laboratory accredited under paragraph (1), of 
any loss of revenue that may have occurred , but 
the Customs Service-

"(i) may seek to recover lost revenue only in 
cases where the gauger or laboratory inten
tionally falsified the analysis or gauging report 
in collusion with the importer; and 

"(ii) shall neither assess penalties nor seek to 
recover lost revenue because of a good faith dif
ference of professional opinion; and 

"(C) may provide for the imposition of a 
charge for accreditation and periodic reaccredi
tation. 
The collection of any charge for accreditation 
and reaccreditation under this section is not 
prohibited by section 13031(d)(6) of the Consoli
dated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(d)(6)). 

"(2) APPEAL OF ADVERSE ACCREDITATION DECI
SIONS.-A laboratory applying for accreditation, 
or that is accredited, under this section may 
contest any decision or order of the Customs 
Service denying, suspending, or revoking ac
creditation, or imposing a monetary penalty, by 
commencing an action in accordance with chap
ter 169 of title 28, United States Code, in the 
Court of International Trade within 60 days 
after issuance of the decision or order. 

"(3) TESTING BY ACCREDITED LABORATORIES.
When requested by an importer of record of mer
chandise, the Customs Service shall authorize 
the release to the importer of a representative 
sample of the merchandise tor testing, at the ex
pense of the importer, by a laboratory accredited 
under paragraph (1). The testing results from a 
laboratory accredited under paragraph (1) that 
are submitted by an importer of record with re
spect to merchandise in an entry shall, in the 
absence of testing results obtained from a Cus
toms Service laboratory, be accepted by the Cus
toms Service if the importer of record certifies 
that the sample tested was taken from the mer
chandise in the entry. Nothing in this sub
section shall be construed to in any way limit or 
preclude the authority of the Customs Service to 
test or analyze any sample or merchandise inde
pendently . 

"(4) AVAILABILITY OF TESTING PROCEDURE, 
METHODOLOGIES, AND INFORMATION.-Testing 
procedures and methodologies used by the Cus
toms Service, and information resulting [rom 
any testing conducted by the Customs Service, 
shall be made available as follows: 

"(A) Testing procedures and methodologies 
shall be made available upon request to any per
son unless the procedures or methodologies 
are-

"(i) proprietary to the holder of a copyright or 
patent, or 

"(ii) developed by the Customs Service for en
forcement purposes. 

"(B) Information resulting from testing shall 
be made available upon request to the importer 
of record and any agent thereof unless the in
formation-

"(i) is proprietary to the holder of a copyright 
or patent; or 

"(ii) reveals information developed by the 
Customs Service [or enforcement purposes. 

"(5) MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.-For pur
poses of this subsection-

"(A) any reference to a private laboratory in
cludes a reference to a private gauger; and 

"(B) accreditation of private laboratories ex
tends only to the performance of functions by 
such laboratories that are within the scope of 
those responsibilities for determinations of the 
elements relating to admissibility, quantity, 
composition, or characteristics of imported mer
chandise that are vested in, or delegated to, the 
Customs Service. 

"(c) DETENTIONS.-Except in the case of mer
chandise with respect to which the determina
tion of admissibility is vested in an agency other 
than the Customs Service, the following apply: 

"(1) IN GENERAL.-Within the 5-day period 
(excluding weekends and holidays) following 
the date on which merchandise is presented for 
customs examination, the Customs Service shall 
decide whether to release or detain the merchan
dise. Merchandise which is not released within 
such 5-day period shall be considered to be de
tained merchandise. 

"(2) NOTICE OF DETENTION.-The Customs 
Service shall issue a notice to the importer or 
other party having an interest in detained mer
chandise no later than 5 days, excluding week
ends and holidays, after the decision to detain 
the merchandise is made. The notice shall advise 
the importer or other interested party of-

"( A) the initiation of the detention; 
"(B) the specific reason for the detention; 
"(C) the anticipated length of the detention; 
"(D) the nature of the tests or inquiries to be 

conducted; and 
"(E) the nature of any information which, if 

supplied to the Customs Service, may accelerate 
the disposition of the detention. 

"(3) TESTING RESULTS.-Upon request by the 
importer or other party having an interest in de
tained merchandise, the Customs Service shall 
provide the party with copies of the results of 
any testing conducted by the Customs Service 
on the merchandise and a description of the 
testing procedures and methodologies (unless 
such procedures or methodologies are propri
etary to the holder of a copyright or patent or 
were developed by the Customs Service for en
forcement purposes). The results and test de
scription shall be in sufficient detail to permit 
the duplication and analysis of the testing and 
the results. 

"(4) SEIZURE AND FORFEITURE.-/[ otherwise 
provided by law, detained merchandise may be 
seized and forfeited . 

"(5) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO MAKE DETERMINA
TION.-

"(A) The failure by the Customs Service to 
make a final determination with respect to the 
admissibility of detained merchandise within 30 
days after the merchandise has been presented 
for customs examination, or such longer period 
if specifically authorized by law, shall be treat
ed as a decision of the Customs Service to ex
clude the merchandise for purposes of section 
514(a)(4). 

"(B) For purposes of section 1581 of title 28, 
United States Code, a protest against the deci
sion to exclude the merchandise which has not 
been allowed or denied in whole or in part be
fore the 30th day after the day on which the 
protest was filed shall be treated as having been 
denied on such 30th day. 

"(C) Notwithstanding section 2639 of title 28, 
United States Code, once an action respecting a 
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detention is commenced, unless the Customs 
Service establishes by a preponderance of the 
evidence that an admissibility decision has not 
been reached tor good cause, the court shall 
grant the appropriate relief which may include, 
but is not limited to, an order to cancel the de
tention and release the merchandise.". 

(b) EXISTING LABORATORIES.-Accreditation 
under section 499(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (as 
added by subsection (a)) is not required tor any 
private laboratory (including any gauger) that 
was accredited or approved by the Customs 
Service as of the day before the date of the en
actment of this title; but any such laboratory is 
subject to reaccreditation under the provisions 
of such section and the regulations promulgated 
thereunder. 
SEC. 214. RECORDKEEPING. 

Section 508 (19 U.S.C. 1508) is amended-
(]) by amending subsection (a) to read as fol

lows: 
"(a) REQUIREMENT.-Any-
"(1) owner, importer, consignee, importer of 

record, entry filer, or other party who-
"(A) imports, files a drawback claim, or trans

ports or stores merchandise carried or held 
under bond, or 

"(B) knowingly causes the importation or 
transportation or storage of merchandise carried 
or held under bond into or from the customs ter
ritory of the United States; 

"(2) agent of any party described in para
graph (1); or 

"(3) person whose activities require the filing 
of a declaration or entry, or both; 
shall make, keep, and render tor examination 
and inspection such records (including, but not 
limited to, statements, declarations, documents 
and electronically generated or machine read
able data) which-

"( A) pertain to any such activity. or to the in
formation contained in the documents, records 
or electronically generated or machine readable 
data required by this Act in connection with 
such activity; and 

"(B) are normally kept in the ordinary course 
of business."; and 

(2) by amending subsection (c) to read as fol
lows: 

"(c) PERIOD OF TIME.-The records required 
by subsections (a) and (b) shall be kept tor such 
period of time, not to exceed 5 years from the 
date of entry or exportation, as appropriate, as 
the Secretary shall prescribe; except that records 
tor any drawback claim shall be kept until the 
3rd anniversary of the date of payment of the 
claim.". 
SEC. 215. EXAMINATION OF BOOKS AND WIT

NESSES. 
Section 509 (19 U.S.C. 1509) is amended as fol

lows: 
(1) Subsection (a) is amended-
( A) by striking out "and taxes" wherever it 

appears and inserting ",tees and taxes"; 
(B) by inserting "or electronically generated 

or machine readable data," after "other docu
ment, •' in paragraph (1); 

(C) by striking out the semicolon at the end of 
paragraph (1) and inserting ",except that-

"(A) if such record, statement, declaration, 
document, or electronically stored or transmitted 
information or data is required by law or regu
lation tor the entry of the merchandise (whether 
or not the Customs Service required its presen
tation at the time of entry) it shall be provided 
to the Customs Service within a reasonable time 
after demand tor its production is made, taking 
into consideration the number, type, and age of 
the item demanded; and 

"(B) if a person of whom demand is made 
under subparagraph (A) [ails to comply with the 
demand, the person may be subject to penalty 
under subsection (g);"; 

(D) by amending that part of paragraph (2) 
that precedes subparagraph (D) to read as fol
lows: 

"(2) summon, upon reasonable notice
"( A) the person who-
"(i) imported, or knowingly caused to be im

ported, merchandise into the customs territory 
of the United States, 

"(ii) exported merchandise, or knowingly 
caused merchandise to be exported, to Canada, 

"(iii) transported or stored metchandise that 
was or is carried or held under customs bond, or 
knowingly caused such transportation or stor
age, or 

"(iv) filed a declaration, entry, or drawback 
claim with the Customs Service; 

"(B) any officer, employee, or agent of any 
person described in subparagraph (A); 

"(C) any person having possession, custody or 
care of records (including electronically gen
erated or machine readable data) relating to the 
importation or other activity described in sub
paragraph (A); or"; and 

(E) by striking out the comma at the end of 
subparagraph (D) and inserting a semicolon. 

(2) Subsections (b) and (c) are redesignated as 
subsections (c) and (d), respectively. 

(3) The following new subsection is inserted 
after subsection (a): 

"(b) REGULATORY AUDIT PROCEDURES.-
"(]) In conducting a regulatory audit under 

this section (which does not include a quantity 
verification tor a customs bonded warehouse or 
general purpose foreign trade zone), the Cus
toms Service auditor shall provide the person 
being audited, in advance of the audit, with a 
reasonable estimate of the time to be required tor 
the audit. If in the course of an audit it becomes 
apparent that additional time will be required, 
the Customs Service auditor shall immediately 
provide a further estimate of such additional 
time. 

• '(2) Before commencing an audit, the Customs 
Service auditor shall inform the party to be au
dited of his right to an entry conference at 
which time the purpose will be explained and an 
estimated termination date set. Upon completion 
of on-site audit activities, the Customs Service 
auditor shall schedule a closing conference to 
explain the preliminary results of the audit. 

"(3) Except as provided in paragraph (5), if 
the estimated or actual termination date tor an 
audit passes without the Customs Service audi
tor providing a closing conference to explain the 
results of the audit, the person being audited 
may petition in writing tor such a conference to 
the appropriate regional commissioner, who, 
upon receipt of such a request, shall provide tor 
such a conference to be held within 15 days 
after the date ot receipt. 

"(4) Except as provided in paragraph (5), the 
Customs Service auditor shall complete the [or
mal written audit report within 90 days follow
ing the closing conference unless the appro
priate regional commissioner provides written 
notice to the person being audited of the reason 
tor any delay and the anticipated completion 
date. After application of any exemption con
tained in section 552 of title 5, United States 
Code, a copy of the formal written audit report 
shall be sent to the person audited no later than 
30 days following completion of the report. 

"(5) Paragraphs (3) and (4) shall not apply 
after the Customs Service commences a formal 
investigation with respect to the issue in
volved.". 

( 4) Subsection (d) (as redesignated by para
graph (2)) is amended-

( A) by striking out "or documents" in para
graph (l)(A) and inserting "documents, or elec
tronically generated or machine readable data"; 

(B) by inserting ", unless such customhouse 
broker is the importer of record on an entry" 
after "broker" in paragraph (J)(C)(i); 

(C) by striking out "import" in each of para
graphs (2)(B) and (4)(B); 

(D) by inserting "described in section 508" 
after "transactions" in each of paragraphs 
(2)(B) and (4)(B); and 

(E) by inserting ", tees," after "duties" in 
paragraph (4)(A). 

(5) The following new subsections are added 
at the end thereof: 

"(e) LIST OF RECORDS AND lNFORMATJON.
The Customs Service shall identify and publish 
a list of the records or entry information that is 
required to be maintained and produced under 
subsection (a)(1)(A). 

"(f) RECORDKEEPING COMPLIANCE PROGRAM.
"(]) IN GENERAL.-A[ter consultation with the 

importing community, the Customs Service shall 
by regulation establish a recordkeeping compli
ance program which the parties listed in section 
508(a) may participate in after being certified by 
the Customs Service under paragraph (2). Par
ticipation in the recordkeeping compliance pro
gram by recordkeepers is voluntary. 

"(2) CERTIFICATJON.-A recordkeeper may be 
certified as a participant in the recordkeeping 
compliance program after meeting the general 
recordkeeping requirements established under 
the program or after negotiating an alternative 
program suited to the needs of the recordkeeper 
and the Customs Service. Certification require
ments shall take into account the size and na
ture of the importing business and the volume of 
imports. In order to be certified, the record
keeper must be able to demonstrate that it-

"( A) understands the legal requirements tor 
recordkeeping, including the nature ot the 
records required to be maintained and produced 
and the time periods involved; 

"(B) has in place procedures to explain the 
recordkeeping requirements to those employees 
that are involved in the preparation, mainte
nance, and production of required records; 

"(C) has in place procedures regarding the 
preparation and maintenance of required 
records, and the production of such records to 
the Customs Service; 

"(D) has designated a dependable individual 
or individuals to be responsible for record
keeping compliance under the program and 
whose duties include maintaining familiarity 
with the recordkeeping requirements of the Cus
toms Service; 

"(E) has a record maintenance procedure ap
proved by the Customs Service [or original 
records, or, if approved by the Customs Service, 
tor alternative records or recordkeeping formats 
other than the original records; and 

"(F) has procedures tor notifying the Customs 
Service of occurrences of variances to, and vio
lations of, the requirements of the recordkeeping 
compliance program or the negotiated alter
native programs, and tor taking corrective ac
tion when notified by the Customs Service of 
violations or problems regarding such program. 

"(g) PENALTIES.-
"(]) DEFINITJON.-For purposes of this sub

section, the term 'information' means any 
record, statement, declaration, document, or 
electronically stored or transmitted information 
or data referred to in subsection (a)(])( A). 

"(2) EFFECTS OF FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH DE
MAND.-Except as provided in paragraph (4), if 
a person [ails to comply with a lawful demand 
tor information under subsection (a)(1)(A) the 
following provisions apply: 

"(A) If the failure to comply is a result of the 
willful failure of the person to maintain, store, 
or retrieve the demanded information, such per
son shall be subject to a penalty, for each re
lease ot merchandise, not to exceed $100,000, or 
an amount equal to 75 percent of the appraised 
value of the merchandise, whichever amount is 
less. 

"(B) If the failure to comply is a result of the 
negligence of the person in maintaining, storing, 
or retrieving the demanded information, such 
person shall be subject to a penalty, tor each re
lease of merchandise, not to exceed $10,000, or 
an amount equal to 40 percent of the appraised 
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value of the merchandise, whichever amount is 
less. 

"(C) In addition to any penalty imposed 
under subparagraph (A) or (B) regarding de
manded information, if such information related 
to the eligibility of merchandise for a column 1 
special rate of duty under title I, the entry of 
such merchandise-

"(i) if unliquidated, shall be liquidated at the 
applicable column 1 general rate of duty; or 

"(ii) if liquidated within the 2-year period 
preceding the date of the demand, shall be reliq
uidated, notwithstanding the time limitation in 
section 514 or 520, at the applicable column 1 
general rate of duty; 
except that any liquidation or reliquidation 
under clause (i) or (ii) shall be at the applicable 
column 2 rate of duty if the Customs Service 
demonstrates that the merchandise should be 
dutiable at such rate. 

"(3) A VOIDANCE OF PENALTY.-No penalty 
may be assessed under this subsection if the per
son can show-

"( A) that the loss of the demanded informa
tion was the result of an act of God or other 
natural casualty or disaster beyond the fault of 
such person or an agent of the person; 

"(B) on the basis of other evidence satisfac
tory to the Customs Service, that the demand 
was substantially complied with; or 

"(C) the information demanded was presented 
to and retained by the Customs Service at the 
time of entry or submitted in response to an ear
lier demand. 

"(4) PENALTIES NOT EXCLUSIVE.-Any penalty 
imposed under this subsection shall be in addi
tion to any other penalty provided by law ex
cept for-

"(A) a penalty imposed under section 592 for 
a material omission of the demanded informa
tion, or 

"(B) disciplinary action taken under section 
641. 

"(5) REMISSION OR MITIGATION.-A penalty 
imposed under this section may be remitted or 
mitigated under section 618. 

"(6) CUSTOMS SUMMONS.-Nothing in this sub
section shall limit or preclude the Customs Serv
ice from issuing, or seeking the enforcement of, 
a customs summons. 

"(7) ALTERNATIVES TO PENALTIES.-
"( A) IN GENERAL.-When a recordkeeper 

that-
"(i) has been certified as a participant in the 

recordkeeping compliance program under sub
section (f); and 

"(ii) is generally in compliance with the ap
propriate procedures and requirements of the 
program; 
does not produce a demanded record or informa
tion for a specific release or provide the infor
mation by acceptable alternative means, the 
Customs Service, in the absence of willfulness or 
repeated violations, shall issue a written notice 
of the violation to the recordkeeper in lieu of a 
monetary penalty. Repeated violations by the 
recordkeeper may result in the issuance of pen
alties and removal of certification under the 
program until corrective action, satisfactory to 
the Customs Service, is taken. 

"(B) CONTENTS OF NOTICE.-A notice of viola
tion issued under subparagraph (A) shall-

"(i) state that the recordkeeper has violated 
the recordkeeping requirements; 

"(ii) indicate the record or information which 
was demanded; and 

"(iii) warn the recordkeeper that future fail
ures to produce demanded records or informa
tion may result in the imposition of monetary 
penalties. 

"(C) RESPONSE TO NOTICE.-Within a reason
able time after receiving written notice under 
subparagraph (A), the recordkeeper shall notify 
the Customs Service of the steps it has taken to 
prevent a recurrence of the violation. 

"(D) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall pro
mulgate regulations to implement this para
graph. Such regulations may specify the time 
periods for compliance with a demand for infor
mation and provide guidelines which define re
peated violations tor purposes of this para
graph. Any penalty issued for a recordkeeping 
violation shall take into account the degree of 
compliance compared to the total number of im
portations, the nature of the demanded records 
and the recordkeeper's cooperation.". 
SEC. 216. JUDICIAL ENFORCEMENT. 

The second sentence of section 510(a) (19 
U.S.C. 1510(a)) is amended by inserting "and 
such court may assess a monetary penalty" 
after "as a contempt thereat". 
SEC. 217. REVIEW OF PROTESTS. 

Section 515 (19 U.S.C. 1515) is amended by in
serting at the end the following new sub
sections: 

"(c) If a protesting party believes that an ap
plication for further review was erroneously or 
improperly denied or was denied without au
thority tor such action, it may file with the 
Commissioner of Customs a written request that 
the denial of the application tor further review 
be set aside. Such request must be filed within 90 
days after the date of the notice of the denial. 
The Commissioner of Customs may review such 
request and, based solely on the information be
fore the Customs Service at the time the applica
tion tor further review was denied, may set 
aside the denial of the application for further 
review and void the denial of protest, if appro
priate. If the Commissioner of Customs tails to 
act within 30 days after the date of the request, 
the request shall be considered denied. All deni
als of protests are effective from the date of 
original denial for purposes of section 2636 of 
title 28, United States Code. If an action is com
menced in the Court of International Trade that 
arises out of a protest or an application tor fur
ther review, all administrative action pertaining 
to such protest or application shall terminate 
and any administrative action taken subsequent 
to the commencement of the action is null and 
void. 

"(d) If a protest is timely and properly filed, 
but is denied contrary to proper instructions, 
the Customs Service may on its own initiative, 
or pursuant to a written request by the protest
ing party filed with the appropriate district di
rector within 90 days after the date of the pro
test denial, void the denial of the protest.". 
SEC. 218. REPEAL OF PROVISION RELATING TO 

REUQUIDATION ON ACCOUNT OF 
FRAUD. 

Section 521 (19 U.S.C. 1521) is repealed. 
SEC. 219. PENALTIES RELATING TO MANIFESTS. 

Section 584 (19 U.S.C. 1584) is amended
(]) by amending subsection (a)-
( A) by striking out "appropriate customs offi

cer" wherever it appears and inserting "Cus
toms Service", 

(B) by striking out "officer demanding the 
same" in paragraph (1) and inserting "officer 
(whether of the Customs Service or the Coast 
Guard) demanding the same", and 

(C) by inserting "(electronically or other
wise)" after "submission" in the last sentence of 
paragraph (1); and 

(2) by amending subsection (b)-
( A) by striking out "the appropriate customs 

officer", "he" (except in paragraph (l)(F)), and 
"such officer" wherever they appear and insert
ing "the Customs Service"; 

(B) by striking out "written" wherever it ap
pears (other than paragraph (I)( F)), 

(C) by inserting "or electronically transmit" 
after "issue" wherever it appears, and 

(D) by striking out "his intention" in the first 
sentence of paragraph (1) and inserting "in
tent". 
SEC. 220. UNLAWFUL UNLADING OR TRANS· 

SHIPMENT. 
Section 586 (19 U.S.C. 1586) is amended-

(1) by inserting ", or of a hovering vessel 
which has received or delivered merchandise 
while outside the territorial sea," after "from a 
foreign port or place" wherever it appears; and 

(2) by amending subsection (f)-
( A) by striking out "the appropriate customs 

officer of the" and "the appropriate customs of
ficer within the" and inserting "the Customs 
Service at the"; and 

(B) by striking out "the appropriate customs 
officer is" and inserting "the Customs Service 
is". 
SEC. 221. PENALTIES FOR FRAUD, GROSS NEG

UGENCE, AND NEGUGENCE; PRIOR 
DISCLOSURE. 

Section 592 (19 U.S.C. 1592) is amended-
(1) by inserting "or electronically transmitted 

data or information" after "document" in sub
section (a)(1)(A)(i); 

(2) by inserting "The mere nonintentional rep
etition by an electronic system of an initial cler
ical error does not constitute a pattern of neg
ligent conduct." at the end of subsection (a)(2); 

(3) by amending subsection (b)-
( A) by amending the first sentence of para

graph (1)( A)-
(i) by striking out "the appropriate customs 

officer" and inserting "the Customs Service", 
(ii) by striking out "he" and inserting "it", 

and 
(iii) by striking out "his" and inserting "its", 

and 
(B) by amending paragraph (2)-
(i) by striking out ''the appropriate customs 

officer" wherever it appears and inserting "the 
Customs Service", 

(ii) by striking out "such officer" wherever it 
appears and inserting "the Customs Service", 
and 

(iii) by striking out "he" wherever it appears 
and inserting "it"; 

(4) by amending subsection (c)(4)-
( A) by striking out "the appropriate customs 

officer" wherever it appears and inserting "the 
Customs Service", 

(B) by striking out "his" wherever it appears 
and inserting "its", and 

(C) by inserting after the last sentence the fol
lowing: "For purposes of this section, a formal 
investigation of a violation is considered to be 
commenced with regard to the disclosing party 
and the disclosed information on the date re
corded in writing by the Customs Service as the 
date on which facts and circumstances were dis
covered or information was received which 
caused the Customs Service to believe that a 
possibility of a violation of subsection (a) ex
isted."; and 

(5) by amending subsection (d)-
( A) by striking out ''the appropriate customs 

officer" and inserting "the Customs Service", 
(B) by striking out "duties" wherever it ap

pears and inserting "duties, taxes, or fees"; and 
(C) by inserting ", TAXES OR FEES" after 

"DUTIES" in the sideheading. 
SEC. 222. PENALTIES FOR FALSE DRAWBACK 

CLAIMS. 
(a) AMENDMENT.-Part V of title IV is amend

ed by inserting after section 593 the following 
new section: 
"SEC. 593A. PENALTIES FOR FALSE DRAWBACK 

CLAIMS. 
"(a) PROHIBITION.-
"(1) GENERAL RULE.-No person, by fraud, or 

negligence-
"(A) may seek, induce or affect, or attempt to 

seek, induce, or affect, the payment or credit to 
that person or others of any drawback claim by 
means of-

"(i) any document, written or oral statement, 
or electronically transmitted data or informa
tion, or act which is material and false, or 

"(ii) any omission which is material; or 
"(B) may aid or abet any other person to vio

late subparagraph (A). 
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"(2) EXCEPTION.-Clerical errors or mistakes 

of fact are not violations of paragraph (1) un
less they are part of a pattern of negligent con
duct. The mere nonintentional repetition by an 
electronic system of an initial clerical error does 
not constitute a pattern of negligent conduct. 

"(b) PROCEDURES.-
"(]) PREPENALTY NOTICE.-
"( A) IN GENERAL.-lf the Customs Service has 

reasonable cause to believe that there has been 
a violation of subsection (a) and determines that 
further proceedings are warranted, the Customs 
Service shall issue to the person concerned a 
written notice of intent to issue a claim for a 
monetary penalty. Such notice shall-

"(i) identify the drawback claim; 
"(ii) set forth the details relating to the seek

ing, inducing, or affecting, or the attempted 
seeking, inducing or affecting, or the aiding or 
procuring of, the drawback claim; 

"(iii) specify all laws and regulations alleg
edly violated; 

"(iv) disclose all the material facts which es
tablish the alleged violation; 

"(v) state whether the alleged violation oc
curred as a result of fraud or negligence; 

"(vi) state the estimated actual or potential 
loss of revenue due to the drawback claim, and, 
taking into account all circumstances, the 
amount of the proposed monetary penalty; and 

"(vii) inform such person that he shall have a 
reasonable opportunity to make representations, 
both oral and written, as to why a claim for a 
monetary penalty should not be issued in the 
amount stated. 

"(B) EXCEPTIONS.-The Customs Service may 
not issue a prepenalty notice if the amount of 
the penalty in the penalty claim issued under 
paragraph (2) is $1,000 or less. In such cases, the 
Customs Service may proceed directly with a 
penalty claim. 

"(C) PRIOR APPROVAL.-No prepenalty notice 
in which the alleged violation occurred as a re
sult of fraud shall be issued without the prior 
approval of Customs Headquarters. 

"(2) PENALTY CLAIM.-After considering rep
resentations, if any, made by the person con
cerned pursuant to the notice issued under 
paragraph (1), the Customs Service shall deter
mine whether any violation of subsection (a), as 
alleged in the notice, has occurred. If the Cus
toms Service determines that there was no viola
tion, the Customs Service shall promptly issue a 
written statement of the determination to the 
person to whom the notice was sent. If the Cus
toms Service determines that there was a viola
tion, Customs shall issue a written penalty claim 
to such person. The written penalty claim shall 
specify all changes in the information provided 
under clauses (i) through (vii) of paragraph 
(l)(A). Such person shall have a reasonable op
portunity under section 618 to make representa
tions, both oral and written, seeking remission 
or mitigation of the monetary penalty. At the 
conclusion of any proceeding under section 618, 
the Customs Service shall provide to the person 
concerned a written statement which sets forth 
the final determination, and the findings of fact 
and conclusions of law on which such deter
mination is based. 

"(c) MAXIMUM PENALTIES.-
"(1) FRAUD.-A fraudulent violation of sub

section (a) of this section is punishable by a 
civil penalty in an amount not to exceed 3 times 
the actual or potential loss of revenue. 

"(2) NEGLIGENCE.-
"( A) IN GENERAL.-A negligent violation of 

subsection (a) is punishable by a civil penalty in 
an amount not to exceed 20 percent of the ac
tual or potential loss of revenue for the 1st vio
lation. 

"(B) REPETITIVE VJOLATIONS.-lf Customs 
Service determines that a repeat negligent viola
tion occurs relating to the same issue, the pen-
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alty amount for the 2d violation shall be in 
amount not to exceed 50 percent of the total ac
tual or potential loss of revenue. The penalty 
amount for each succeeding repetitive negligent 
violation shall be in an amount not to exceed 
the actual or potential loss of revenue. If the 
same party commits a nonrepetitive violation, 
that violation shall be subject to a penalty not 
to exceed 20 percent of the actual or potential 
loss of revenue. 

"(3) PRIOR D/SCLOSURE.-lf the person con
cerned discloses the circumstances of a violation 
of subsection (a) before or without knowledge of 
the commencement of a formal investigation of 
such violation, any monetary penalty to be as
sessed under subsection (c) shall not exceed an 
amount equal to the actual or potential loss of 
revenue of which the United States is or may be 
deprived if the violation resulted from fraud; or 
interest if the violation resulted from negligence 
(computed from the date on which drawback 
claim was paid at the prevailing rate of interest 
applied under section 6621 of title 26, United 
States Code) on the amount of actual loss of rev
enue of which the United States is or may be de
prived to the date on which the overpayment 
was tendered, so long as any such amount is 
tendered at the time of disclosure or within 30 
days thereafter or such longer period as the 
Customs Service may provide, after notice by the 
Customs Service of its calculation of such over
paid amount. The person asserting lack of 
knowledge of the commencement of a formal in
vestigation has the burden of proof in establish
ing such lack of knowledge. 

"(4) COMMENCEMENT OF /NVESTIGATION.-For 
purposes of this section, a formal investigation 
of a violation is considered to be commenced 
with regard to the disclosing party and the dis
closed information on the date recorded in writ
ing by the Customs Service as the date on which 
facts and circumstances were discovered or in
formation was received which caused the Cus
toms Service to believe that a possibility of a vio
lation of subsection (a) existed. 

"(5) EXCLUSIVITY.-Penalty claims under this 
section shall be the exclusive civil remedy for 
any drawback related violation of subsection 
(a). 

"(d) DEPRIVATION OF LAWFUL REVENUE.-Not
withstanding section 514, if the United States 
has been deprived of lawful duties and taxes re
sulting from a violation of subsection (a), the 
Customs Service shall require that such draw
back claim be restored whether or not a mone
tary penalty is assessed. 

"(e) DRAWBACK COMPLIANCE PROGRAM.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-After consultation with the 

drawback trade community, the Customs Service 
shall establish a drawback compliance program 
which claimants and other parties in interest 
may participate in after being certified by the 
Customs Service under paragraph (2). Participa
tion in the drawback compliance program is vol
untary. 

"(2) CERT/FICATION.-A party may be certified 
as a participant in the drawback compliance 
program after meeting the general requirements 
established under the program or after negotiat
ing an alternative program suited to the needs 
of the party and the Customs Service. Certifi
cation requirements shall take into account the 
size and nature of the party's drawback pro
gram and the volume of claims. In order to be 
certified, the participant must be able to dem
onstrate that it-

"( A) understands the legal requirements for 
filing claims, including the nature of the records 
required to be maintained and produced and the 
time periods involved; 

"(B) has in place procedures to explain the 
Customs Service requirements to those employees 
that are involved in the preparation of claims, 
and the maintenance and production of re
quired records; 

"(C) has in place procedures regarding the 
preparation of claims and maintenance of re
quired records, and the production of such 
records to the Customs Service; 

"(D) has designated a dependable individual 
or individuals to be responsible for compliance 
under the program and whose duties include 
maintaining familiarity with the drawback re
quirements of the Customs Service; 

"(E) has a record maintenance procedure ap
proved by the Customs Service [or original 
records, or, if approved by the Customs Service, 
for alternate records or recordkeeping formats 
other than the original records; and 

"(F) has procedures for notifying the Customs 
Service of variances to, and violations of, there
quirements of the drawback compliance program 
or any negotiated alternative programs, and [or 
taking corrective action when notified by the 
Customs Service for violations or problems re
garding such program. 

"(f) ALTERNATIVES TO PENALTIES.
"(1) IN GENERAL.-When a party that-
"( A) has been certified as a participant in the 

drawback compliance program under subsection 
(e); and 

"(B) is generally in compliance with the ap
propriate procedures and requirements of the 
program; 
commits a violation of subsection (a), the Cus
toms Service, shall, in the absence of fraud or 
repeated violations, and in lieu of a monetary 
penalty, issue a written notice of the violation 
to the party. Repeated violations by a party 
may result in the issuance of penalties and re
moval of certification under the program until 
corrective action, satisfactory to the Customs 
Service, is taken. 

"(2) CONTENTS OF NOTICE.-A notice of viola
tion issued under paragraph (1) shall-

"( A) state that the party has violated sub
section (a); 

"(B) explain the nature of the violation; and 
"(C) warn the party that future violations of 

subsection (a) may result in the imposition of 
monetary penalties. 

"(3) RESPONSE TO NOTICE.-Within a reason
able time after receiving written notice under 
paragraph (1), the party shall notify the Cus
toms Service of the steps it has taken to prevent 
a recurrence of the violation. 

"(g) REPETITIVE VIOLATIONS.-
"(1) A party who has been issued a written 

notice under subsection (f)(l) and subsequently 
commits a repeat negligent violation involving 
the same issue is subject to the following mone
tary penalties: 

"(A) 2d VIOLATION.-An amount not to exceed 
20 percent of the loss of revenue. 

"(B) 3rd VIOLATION.-An amount not to ex
ceed 50 percent of the loss of revenue. 

"(C) 4th AND SUBSEQUENT VIOLATIONS.-An 
amount not to exceed 100 percent of the loss of 
revenue. 

"(2) If a party that has been certified as a 
participant in the drawback compliance pro
gram under subsection (e) commits an alleged 
violation which was not repetitive, the party 
shall be issued a 'warning letter' and then be 
subject to the same maximum penalty amounts 
stated in paragraph (1). 

"(h) REGULATION.-The Secretary shall pro
mulgate regulations and guidelines to implement 
this section. Such regulations shall specify that 
a 3-year time[rame shall constitute the maxi
mum period for which a single repetitive viola
tion can be counted. 

"(i) COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE PRO
CEEDINGS.-Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, in any proceeding commenced by 
the United States in the Court of International 
Trade for the recovery of any monetary penalty 
claimed under this section-

"(]) all issues, including the amount of the 
penalty, shall be tried de novo; 
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"(2) if the monetary penalty is based on 

fraud, the United States shall have the burden 
of proof to establish the alleged violation by 
clear and convincing evidence; 

"(3) if the monetary penalty is based on neg
ligence, the United States shall have the burden 
of proof to establish the act or omission con
stituting the violation, and the alleged violator 
shall have the burden of providing evidence that 
the act or omission did not occur as a result of 
negligence.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment made 
by subsection (a) applies to drawback claims 
filed on and after the nationwide operational 
implementation of an automated drawback se
lectivity program by the Customs Service. The 
Customs Service shall publish notice of this date 
in the Customs Bulletin. 
SEC. 223. INTERPRETIVE RUUNGS AND DECI

SIONS; PUBLIC INFORMATION. 
Section 625 (19 U.S.C. 1625) is amended to read 

as follows: 
"SEC. 625. INTERPRETIVE RULINGS AND DECI

SIONS; PUBLIC INFORMATION. 
"(a) PUBLICATION.-Within 90 days after the 

date of issuance of any interpretive ruling (in
cluding any ruling letter , or internal advice 
memorandum) or protest review decision under 
this chapter with respect to any customs trans
action, the Secretary shall have such ruling or 
decision published in the Customs Bulletin or 
shall otherwise make such ruling or decision 
available for public inspection . 

"(b) APPEALS.-A person may appeal an ad
verse interpretive ruling and any interpretation 
of any regulation prescribed to implement such 
ruling to a higher level of authority within the 
Customs Service for de novo review. Upon a rea
sonable showing of business necessity, any such 
appeal shall be considered and decided no later 
than 60 days following the date on which the 
appeal is filed. The Secretary shall issue regula
tions to implement this subsection. 

"(c) MODIFICATION AND REVOCATION.-A pro
posed interpretive ruling or decision which 
would-

"(1) modify (other than to correct a clerical 
error) or revoke a prior interpretive ruling or de
cision which has been in effect for at least 60 
days; or 

"(2) have the effect of modifying the treat
ment previously accorded by the Customs Serv
ice to substantially identical transactions; 
shall be published in the Customs Bulletin. The 
Secretary shall give interested parties an oppor
tunity to submit, during not less than the 30-
day period after the date of such publication, 
comments on the correctness of the proposed rul
ing or decision. After consideration of any com
ments received, the Secretary shall publish a 
final ruling or decision in the Customs Bulletin 
within 30 days after the closing of the comment 
period. The final ruling or decision shall become 
effective 60 days after the date of its publica
tion. 

"(d) PUBLICATION OF CUSTOMS DECISIONS 
THAT LIMIT COURT DECISIONS.-A decision that 
proposes to limit the application of a court deci
sion shall be published in the Customs Bulletin 
together with notice of opportunity tor public 
comment thereon prior to a final decision. 

"(e) PUBLIC INFORMATION.-The Secretary 
may make available in writing or through elec
tronic media, in an efficient, comprehensive and 
timely manner, all information, including direc
tives, memoranda, electronic messages and 
telexes which contain instructions, require
ments, methods or advice necessary for import
ers and exporters to comply with the Customs 
laws and regulations. All information which 
may be made available pursuant to this sub
section shall be subject to any exemption from 
disclosure provided by section 552 of title 5, 
United States Code.". 

SEC. 224. SEIZURE AUTHORITY. 
Section 596(c) (19 U.S.C. 1595a(c)) is amended 

to read as follows: 
"(c) Merchandise which is introduced or at

tempted to be introduced into the United States 
contrary to law shall be treated as follows: 

"(1) The merchandise shall be seized and for
feited if it-

"(A) is stolen, smuggled, or clandestinely im
ported or introduced; 

" (B) is a controlled substance, as defined in 
the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 801 et 
seq.), and is not imported in accordance with 
applicable law; or 

"(C) is a contraband article, as defined in sec
tion (1) of the Act of August 9, 1939 (49 U.S.C. 
App. 781). 

"(2) The merchandise may be seized and for
feited if-

"( A) its importation or entry is subject to any 
restriction or prohibition which is imposed by 
law relating to health, safety, or conservation 
and the merchandise is not in compliance with 
the applicable rule, regulation, or statute; 

"(B) its importation or entry requires a li
cense, permit or other authorization of an agen
cy of the United States Government and the 
merchandise is not accompanied by such license, 
permit, or authorization; 

"(C) it is merchandise or packaging in which 
copyright, trademark, or trade name protection 
violations are involved (including, but not lim
ited to, violations of section 42, 43, or 45 of the 
Act of July 5, 1946 (Public Law 95-410; 15 U.S.C. 
112~ . 1125, or 1127) , section 506 or 509 of title 17, 
Umted States Code, or section 2318 or 2320 of 
title 18, United States Code) ; 

"(D) it is trade dress merchandise involved in 
the violation of a court order citing section 43 of 
such Act of July 5, 1946 (15 U.S.C. 1125); 

"(E) it is merchandise which is marked inten
tionally in violation of section 304; or 

"(F) it is merchandise for which the importer 
has received written notices that previous im
portations of identical merchandise from the 
same supplier was found to have been marked in 
violation of section 304. 

"(3) If the importation or entry of the mer
chandise is subject to quantitative restrictions 
requiring a visa, permit, license or other similar 
document, or stamp [rom the United States Gov
ernment or [rom a foreign government or issuing 
authority pursuant to a bilateral or multilateral 
agreement, the merchandise shall be subject to 
detention in accordance with section 499 unless 
the appropriate visa, license, permit, or similar 
document or stamp is presented to the Customs 
Service; but if the visa, permit, license or similar 
document or stamp which is presented in con
nection with the importation or entry of the 
merchandise is counterfeit, the merchandise may 
be seized and forfeited. 

"(4) If the merchandise is imported or intro
duced contrary to a provision of law which gov
erns the classification or value of merchandise 
and there are no issues as to the admissibility of 
the merchandise into the United States, it shall 
not be seized except in accordance with section 
592. 

"(5) In any case where the seizure and forfeit
ure of merchandise are required or authorized 
by this section, the Secretary may-

"( A) remit the forfeiture under section 618, or 
"(B) permit the exportation of the merchan

dise, unless its release would adversely attect 
health, safety, or conservation or be in con
travention of a bilateral or multilateral agree
ment or treaty.". 

Subtitle B-National Custom~~ Automation 
Program 

SEC. 231. NATIONAL CUSTOMS AUTOMATION PRO
GRAM. 

Part I of title IV is amended
(1) by striking out 

"PART I-DEFINITIONS 
and inserting 

"PART I-DEFINITIONS AND NATIONAL 
CUSTOMS AUTOMATION PROGRAM 

"Subpart A-Definitions"; and 
(2) by inserting after section 402 the following: 

"Subpart B--National Custom~~ Automation 
Program 

"SEC. 411. NATIONAL CUSTOMS AUTOMATION 
PROGRAM. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall es
tablish the National Customs Automation Pro
gram (hereinafter in this subpart referred to as 
the 'Program ') which shall be an automated and 
electronic system for processing commercial im
portations and shall include the following exist
ing and planned components: 

"(1) Existing components: 
"(A) The electronic entry of merchandise. 
"(B) The electronic entry summary of required 

information. 
" (C) The electronic transmission of invoice in

formation. 
"(D) The electronic transmission of manifest 

information. 
"(E) Electronic payments of duties, fees , and 

taxes. 
"(F) The electronic status of liquidation and 

reliquidation. 
"(G) The electronic selection of high risk en

tries for examination (cargo selectivity and 
entry summary selectivity). 

"(2) Planned components: 
"(A) The electronic filing and status ot pro

tests. 
"(B) The electronic filing (including remote 

filing under section 414) of entry information 
with the Customs Service at any location. 

''(C) The electronic filing of import activity 
summary statements and reconciliation. 

"(D) The electronic filing of bonds. 
"(E) The electronic penalty process. 
"(F) The electronic filing of drawback claims 

records, or entries. ' 
"(G) Any other component of the Program ini

tiated by the Customs Service after the date of 
the enactment of this section. 

"(b) PARTICIPATION IN PROGRAM.-The Sec
retary shall by regulation prescribe the eligi
bility criteria tor participation in the Program. 
Participation in the Program is voluntary. 
"SEC. 412. PROGRAM GOALS. 

"The goals of the Program are to ensure that 
all regulations and rulings that are adminis
tered or enforced by the Customs Service are ad
ministered and enforced in a manner that-

• '(1) is uniform and consistent; · 
"(2) is as minimally intrusive upon the normal 

JZow of business activity as practicable; and 
''(3) improves compliance. 

"SEC. 413. IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION 
OF PROGRJ1..M. 

"(a) OVERALL PROGRAM PLAN.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Be[ore the 180th day after 

the date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary shall develop and transmit to the Com
mittees an overall plan for the Program. The 
overall Program plan shall set forth-

''( A) a general description of the ultimate con
figuration of the Program; 

"(B) a description of each of the existing com
ponents of the Program listed in section 
411(a)(1); and 

"(C) estimates regarding the stages on which 
planned components of the Program listed in 
section 41l(a)(2) will be brought on-line. 

"(2) ADDITIONAL JNFORMATION.-ln addition 
to the information required under paragraphs 
(l)(A), (B), and (C), the overall Program plan 
shall include a statement regarding-

"( A) the extent to which the existing compo
nents of the Program currently meet, and the 
planned components will meet, the Program 
goals set forth in section 412; and 
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"(B) the effects that the existing components 

are currently having, and the effects that the 
planned components will likely have, on Cus
toms Service occupations, operations, processes, 
and systems. 

"(b) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN, TESTING, AND 
EVALUATJON.-

"(1) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.-For each of the 
planned components of the Program listed in 
subsection (a)(2), the Secretary shall-

"( A) develop an implementation plan in con
sultation with the trade community, including 
importers, brokers, shippers, and other affected 
parties; 

"(B) test the component in order to assess its 
viability; 

"(C) evaluate the component in order to assess 
its contribution toward achieving the program 
goals; and 

"(D) transmit to the Committees the imple
mentation plan, the testing results, and an eval
uation report. 

"(2) lMPLEMENTATJON.-The Secretary may 
implement on a permanent basis any Program 
component referred to in paragraph (1) on or 
after the 60th day after the date on which para
graph (l)(D) is complied with. 

"(3) EVALUATION AND REPORT.-The Secretary 
shall-

"( A) develop a user satisfaction survey of par
ties participating in the Program; 

"(B) evaluate the results of the user satisfac
tion survey on a biennial basis (fiscal years) 
and transmit a report to the Committees on the 
evaluation by no later than the 90th day after 
the close of each 2nd fiscal year; and 

"(C) with respect to the existing Program com
ponent listed in section 411(a)(1)(F) transmit to 
the Committees-

• '(i) a written evaluation of such component 
before the 180th day after the date of the enact
ment of this section and before the implementa
tion of the planned Program components listed 
in section 4ll(a)(2) (B) and (C), and 

"(ii) a report on such component for each of 
the 3 full fiscal years occurring after the date of 
the enactment of this section, which report shall 
be transmitted not later than the 90th day after 
the close of each such year . 

"(c) COMMITTEES.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term 'Committees' means the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Represent
atives and the Committee on Finance of the Sen
ate. 
"SEC. 414. REMOTE LOCATION FILING. 

"(a) CORE ENTRY lNFORMATJON.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-A Program participant may 

file an entry of merchandise with the Customs 
Service from a location other than the district 
designated in the entry tor examination (herein
after in this section referred to as a 'remote lo
cation') if-

"( A) the Customs Service is satisfied that the 
participant has the capabilities referred to in 
paragraph (2) regarding such method of filing; 
and 

"(B) the participant elects to file from the re
mote location . 

"(2) REQUIREMENTS.-ln order to qualify tor 
filing from a remote location, a Program partici
pant must have the capability to provide, on an 
entry-by-entry basis, tor the following : 

"(A) The electronic entry of merchandise. 
"(B) The electronic entry summary of required 

information. 
"(C) The electronic transmission of invoice in

formation (when required by the Customs Serv
ice). 

"(D) The electronic payment of duties, fees, 
and taxes. 

"(E) Such other electronic capabilities within 
the existing or planned components of the Pro
gram as the Secretary shall by regulation re
quire. 

"(3) ALTERNATIVE FILING.-Any Program par
ticipant that is eligible under paragraph (1) to 
file entry information electronically from a re
mote location but chooses not to do so in the 
case of any entry must file any paper docu
mentation for the entry at the designated loca
tion referred to in subsection (d). 

"(b) ADDITIONAL ENTRY INFORMATJON.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-A Program participant that 

is eligible under subsection (a) to file entry in
formation from a remote location may, if the 
Customs Service is satisfied that the participant 
meets the requirements under paragraph (2), 
also electronically file from the remote location 
additional information that is required by the 
Customs Service to be presented before, and in
cluding, the acceptance by the Customs Service 
of entry summary information tor an entry. 

"(2) REQUIREMENTS.-The Secretary shall 
publish, and periodically update, a list of those 
capabilities within the existing and planned 
components of the Program that a Program par
ticipant must have tor purposes of this sub
section. 

"(3) FILING OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.-
"( A) IF INFORMATION ELECTRONICALLY AC

CEPTABLE.-A Program participant that is eligi
ble under paragraph (1) to file additional infor
mation from a remote location shall electroni
cally file all such information that the Customs 
Service can accept electronically. 

"(B) ALTERNATIVE FILING.-
"(i) IF INFORMATION NOT ELECTRONICALLY AC

CEPTABLE.-!/ the Customs Service cannot ac
cept additional information electronically , the 
Program participant shall file the paper docu
mentation with respect to the information at the 
appropriate filing location. For purposes of this 
clause, the 'appropriate location' is-

"( I) before January 1, 1997, the designated lo
cation referred to in subsection (d); and 

"(II) after December 31, 1996, a remote loca
tion designated by the Customs Service or such 
designated location. 

"(ii) OTHER.-A Program participant that is 
eligible under paragraph (1) to file additional 
information electronically from a remote loca
tion but chooses not to do so must file the paper 
documentation with respect to the information 
at the designated location referred to in sub
section (d). 

"(c) POST-ENTRY SUMMARY lNFORMATJON.-A 
Program participant who is eligible to file elec
tronically entry information under subsection 
(a) and additional information under subsection 
(b) from a remote location may file at any re
mote location designated by the Customs Service 
any information required by the Customs Serv
ice after entry summary. 

"(d) DEFINITION OF DESIGNATED LOCATION.
For purposes of this section, the term 'des
ignated location' means a customs office located 
in the customs district designated by the entry 
filer for purposes of customs examination of the 
merchandise.". 
SEC. 232. DRAWBACK AND REFUNDS. 

(a) AMENDMENTS.-Section 313 (19 U.S.C. 1313) 
is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended-
( A) by inserting " or destruction under cus

toms supervision" after "Upon the expor
tation "; 

(B) by inserting " provided that those articles 
have not been used prior to such exportation or 
destruction ," after "manufactured or produced 
in the United States with the use of imported 
merchandise " · 

(C) by inse;ting "or destruction " after "re
funded upon the exportation"; and 

(D) by striking out "wheat imported after 
ninety days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act" and inserting "imported wheat". 

(2) Subsection (b) is amended-
(A) by striking out "duty-free or domestic 

merchandise" and inserting "any other mer
chandise (whether imported or domestic)"; 

(B) by inserting ", or destruction under cus
toms supervision," after "there shall be allowed 
upon the exportation"; 

(C) by inserting "or destroyed" after "not
withstanding the tact that none of the imported 
merchandise may actually have been used in the 
manufacture or production of the exported"; 

(D) by inserting ", but only if those articles 
have not been used prior to such exportation or 
destruction" after "an amount of drawback 
equal to that which would have been allowable 
had the merchandise used therein been im
ported"; and 

(E) by inserting "or destruction under customs 
supervision" after "but the total amount of 
drawback allowed upon the exportation". 

(3) Subsection (c) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(c) MERCHANDISE NOT CONFORMING TO SAM
PLE OR SPECIFICATIONS.-Upon the exportation, 
or destruction under the supervision of the Cus
toms Service, of merchandise-

" (I) not conforming to sample or specifica
tions, shipped without the consent of the con
signee, or determined to be defective as of the 
time of importation; 

"(2) upon which the duties have been paid; 
"(3) which has been entered or withdrawn tor 

consumption; and 
"(4) which, within 3 years after release [rom 

the custody ot the Customs Service, has been re
turned to the custody of the Customs Service for 
exportation or destruction under the supervision 
of the Customs Service; 
the full amount of the duties paid upon such 
merchandise, less 1 percent, shall be refunded as 
drawback.". 

(4) Subsection (j) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(j) UNUSED MERCHANDISE DRAWBACK.-
"(1) If imported merchandise, on which was 

paid any duty, tax, or fee imposed under Fed
eral law because of its importation-

"(A) is, before the close of the 3-year period 
beginning on the date of importation-

"(i) exported, or 
"(ii) destroyed under customs supervision; 

and 
"(B) is not used within the United States be

fore such exportation or destruction; 
then upon such exportation or destruction 99 
percent of the amount of each duty, tax, or fee 
so paid shall be refunded as drawback. 

"(2) If there is, with respect to imported mer
chandise on which was paid any duty , tax , or 
tee imposed under Federal law because of its im
portation, any other merchandise (whether im
ported or domestic), that-

• '(A) is commercially interchangeable with 
such imported merchandise; 

"(B) is, before the close ot the 3-year period 
beginning on the date of importation of the im
ported merchandise, either exported or destroyed 
under customs supervision; and 

"(C) before such exportation or destruction
"(i) is not used within the United States, and 
"(ii) is in the possession ot, including owner-

ship while in bailment, in leased facilities, in 
transit to, or in any other manner under the 
operational control of, the party claiming draw
back under this paragraph (if that party paid 
the duty tax, or tee on the imported merchan
dise (established by means of either an entry 
summary or a certificate of delivery)); 
then upon the exportation or destruction of 
such other merchandise the amount of each 
such duty, tax, and fee paid regarding the im
ported merchandise shall be refunded as draw
back, but in no case may the total drawback on 
the imported merchandise, whether available 
under this paragraph or any other provision of 
law or any combination thereof, exceed 99 per
cent of that duty, tax, or fee. 

"(3) The performing of any operation or com
bination of operations (including, but not lim-
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ited to, testing, cleaning, repacking, inspecting, 
sorting, refurbishing, freezing, blending, repair
ing, reworking, cutting, slitting, adjusting, re
placing components, relabeling, disassembling, 
and unpacking), not amounting to manufacture 
or production tor drawback purposes under the 
preceding provisions of this section on-

"(A) the imported merchandise itself in cases 
to which paragraph (1) applies, or 

"(B) the commercially interchangeable mer
chandise in cases to which paragraph (2) ap
plies, 
shall not be treated as a use of that merchandise 
tor purposes of applying paragraph (J)(B) or 
(2)(C). ". 

(5) Subsection (l) is amended by striking out 
"the fixing of a time limit within which draw
back entries or entries tor refund under any of 
the provisions of this section or section 309(b) 
shall be filed and completed," and inserting 
"the authority tor the electronic submission of 
drawback entries". 

(6) The following new subsections are inserted 
after subsection (p): 

"(q) PACKAGING MATERIAL.-Packaging mate
rial, when used on or for articles or merchandise 
exported or destroyed under subsection (a), (b), 
(c), or (j), shall be eligible under such subsection 
for refund, as drawback, of 99 percent of any 
duty, tax, or tee imposed under Federal law on 
the importation of such material. 

"(r) FILING DRAWBACK CLAIMS.-
"(]) A drawback entry and all documents nec

essary to complete a drawback claim, including 
those issued by one customs officer to another, 
shall be filed or applied for, as applicable, with
in 3 years after the date of exportation or de
struction of the articles on which drawback is 
claimed, except that any landing certificate re
quired by regulation shall be filed within the 
time limit prescribed in such regulation. Claims 
not completed within the 3-year period shall be 
considered abandoned. No extension will be 
granted unless it is established that a customs 
officer was responsible tor the untimely filing. 

"(2) A drawback entry for refund filed pursu
ant to any subsection of this section shall be 
deemed filed pursuant to any other subsection 
of this section should it be determined that 
drawback is not allowable under the entry as 
originally filed but is allowable under such 
other subsection. 

"(s) DESIGNATION OF MERCHANDISE USED OR 
POSSESSED BY PREDECESSOR.-

"(]) For purposes of subsection (b), a draw
back successor may designate imported mer
chandise used by the predecessor before the date 
of succession as the basis for drawback on arti
cles manufactured by the drawback successor 
after the date of succession. 

"(2) For purposes of subsection (j)(2). a draw
back successor may designate imported mer
chandise upon which the predecessor, before the 
date of succession, paid the duty, tax, or tee re
lated to the importation of the merchandise as 
the basis tor drawback on merchandise pos
sessed by the drawback successor after the date 
of succession. 

"(3) For purposes of this subsection, the term 
'drawback successor' means an entity to which 
another entity (in this subsection referred to as 
the 'predecessor') has transferred by written 
agreement, merger, or corporate resolution all or 
substantially all of the rights, privileges, immu
nities, powers, duties, and liabilities of the pred
ecessor, or all or substantially all of the assets 
and other business interests of a division, plant, 
or other business unit of such predecessor, but 
only if in such transfer the value of the trans
ferred realty and personalty exceeds the value 
of all transferred intangibles. 

"(4) No drawback shall be paid under this 
subsection until either the predecessor or the 
drawback successor (who shall also certify that 
it has the predecessor's records) certifies that-

"(A) the transferred merchandise was not and 
will not be claimed by the predecessor, and 

"(B) the predecessor did not and will not issue 
any certificate to any other person that would 
enable that person to claim drawback. 

"(t) DRAWBACK CERTIFICATES.-Any person 
who issues a certificate which would enable an
other person to claim drawback shall be subject 
to the recordkeeping provisions of this chapter, 
with the retention period beginning on the date 
that such certificate is issued. 

"(u) ELIGIBILITY OF ENTERED OR WITHDRAWN 
MERCHANDISE.-lmported merchandise that has 
not been regularly entered or withdrawn tor 
consumption shall not satisfy any requirement 
for use, exportation, or destruction under this 
section. 

"(v) MULTIPLE DRAWBACK CLAIMS.-Mer
chandise that is exported or destroyed to satisfy 
any claim for drawback shall not be the basis of 
any other claim tor drawback; except that ap
propriate credit and deductions for claims cover
ing components or ingredients of such merchan
dise shall be made in computing drawback pay
ments.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made 
by subsection (a) apply to-

(1) any drawback entry made on or after the 
15th day after the date of the enactment of this 
Act; and 

(2) any drawback entry made before such 15th 
day if the liquidation of the entry is not final as 
of such 15th day. 
SEC. 233. EFFECTIVE DATE OF RATES OF DUTY. 

Section 315 (19 U.S.C. 1315) is amended-
(]) by striking out "appropriate customs offi

cer in the form and manner prescribed by regu
lations of the Secretary of the Treasury,'' in the 
first sentence of subsection (a) and inserting 
"Customs Service by written, electronic or such 
other means as the Secretary by regulation shall 
prescribe,"; 

·(2) by striking out "customs custody" in the 
first sentence of subsection (b) and inserting 
"custody of the Customs Service"; and 

(3) by striking out "paragraph 813" in sub
section (c) and inserting "chapter 98 of the Har
monized Tariff Schedule of the United States". 
SEC. 234. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 401 (19 U.S.C. 1401) is amended-
(]) by amending subsection (k) to read as fol

lows: 
"(k) The term 'hovering vessel' means-
"(1) any vessel which is found or kept off the 

coast of the United States within or without the 
customs waters, if, from the history, conduct, 
character, or location of the vessel, it is reason
able to believe that such vessel is being used or 
may be used to introduce or promote or facilitate 
the introduction or attempted introduction of 
merchandise into the United States in violation 
of the laws of the United States; and 

"(2) any vessel which has visited a vessel de
scribed in paragraph (1). ";and 

(2) by inserting at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsections: 

"(n) The term 'electronic transmission' means 
the transfer of data or information through an 
authorized electronic data interchange system 
consisting of, but not limited to, computer 
modems and computer networks. 

"(o) The term 'electronic entry' means the 
electronic transmission to the Customs Service 
of-

" (I) entry information required for the entry 
of merchandise, and 

"(2) entry summary information required for 
the classification and appraisement of the mer
chandise, the verification of statistical informa
tion, and the determination of compliance with 
applicable law. 

"(p) The term 'electronic data interchange 
system' means any established mechanism ap
proved by the Commissioner of Customs through 

which information can be tran$/erred electroni
cally. 

"(q) The term 'National Customs Automation 
Program' means the program established under 
section 411. 

"(r) The term 'import activity summary state
ment' refers to data or information transmitted 
electronically to the Customs Service, in accord
ance with such regulations as the Secretary pre
scribes, at the end of a specified period of time 
which enables the Customs Service to assess 
properly the duties, taxes and tees on merchan
dise imported during that period, collect accu
rate statistics and determine whether any other 
applicable requirement of law (other than a re
quirement relating to release from customs cus
tody) is met. 

"(s) The term 'reconciliation' means an elec
tronic process, initiated at the request of an im
porter, under which the elements of an entry, 
other than those elements related to the admissi
bility of the merchandise, that are undetermined 
at the time of entry summary are provided to the 
Customs Service at a later time. A reconciliation 
is treated as an entry for purposes of liquida
tion, reliquidation, and protest.". 
SEC. 235. MANIFESTS. 

Section 431 (19 U.S.C. 1431) is amended-
(1) by amending subsections (a) and (b) to 

read as follows: 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-Every vessel required to 

make entry under section 434 or obtain clear
-ance under section 4197 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (46 U.S.C. App. 91) shall 
have a manifest that complies with the require
ments prescribed under subsection (d). 

"(b) PRODUCTION OF MANIFEST.-Any mani
fest required by the Customs Service shall be 
signed, produced, delivered or electronically 
transmitted by the master or person in charge of 
the vessel, aircraft, or vehicle, or by any other 
authorized agent of the owner or operator of the 
vessel, aircraft, or vehicle in accordance with 
the requirements prescribed under subsection 
(d). A manifest may be supplemented by bill of 
lading data supplied by the issuer of such bill. 
If any irregularity of omission or commission oc
curs in any way in respect to any manifest or 
bill of lading data, the owner or operator of the 
vessel, aircraft or vehicle, or any party respon
sible tor such irregularity, shall be liable for any 
fine or penalty prescribed by law with respect to 
such irregularity. The Customs Service may take 
appropriate action against any of the parties."; 
and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(d) REGULATIONS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall by reg

ulation-
"(A) specify the form for, and the information 

and data that must be contained in, the mani
fest required by subsection (a); 

"(B) allow, at the option of the individual 
producing the manifest and subject to para
graph (2), letter and documents shipments to be 
accounted for by summary manifesting proce
dures; 

"(C) prescribe the manner of production tor, 
and the delivery for electronic transmittal of. 
the manifest required by subsection (a); and 

"(D) prescribe the manner for supplementing 
manifests with bill of lading data under sub
section (b). 

"(2) LETTER AND DOCUMENTS SHIPMENTS.-For 
purposes of paragraph (l)(B)-

' '(A) the Customs Service may require with re
spect to letter and documents shipments-

"(i) that they be segregated by country or ori
gin, and 

"(ii) additional examination procedures that 
are not necessary for individually manifested 
shipments; 

"(B) standard letter envelopes and standard 
document packs shall be segregated from larger 
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document shipments [or purposes of customs in
spections: and 

"(C) the term 'letters and documents' means
"(i) data described in General Headnote 4(c) 

of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States, 

"(ii) securities and similar evidences of value 
described in heading 4907 of such Schedule, but 
not monetary instruments defined pursuant to 
chapter 53 of title 31, United States Code, and 

"(iii) personal correspondence, whether on 
paper, cards, photographs, tapes, or other 
media.". 
SEC. 236. INVOICE CONTENTS. 

Section 481 (19 U.S.C. 1481) is amended
(1) by amending subsection (a)-
( A) by amending the matter preceding para

graph (1) to read as follows: "IN GENERAL.-All 
invoices of merchandise to be imported into the 
United States and any electronic equivalent 
thereof considered acceptable by the Secretary 
in regulations prescribed under this section 
shall set forth, in written, electronic, or such 
other [orm as the Secretary shall prescribe, the 
following:'', 

(B) by amending paragraph (3) to read as fol
lows: 

''(3) A detailed description of the merchan
dise, including the commercial name by which 
each item is known, the grade or quality, and 
the marks, numbers, or symbols under which 
sold by the seller or ·manufacturer in the coun
try of exportation, together with the marks and 
numbers of the packages in which the merchan
dise is packed;", and 

(C) by amending paragraph (10) to read as fol
lows: 

"(10) Any other [act that the Secretary may 
by regulation require as being necessary to a 
proper appraisement, examination and classi
fication of the merchandise."; 

(2) by amending subsection (c) to read as fol
lows: 

"(c) IMPORTER PROVISION OF INFORMATION.
Any information required to be set [orth on an 
invoice may alternatively be provided by any of 
the parties qualifying as an 'importer of record' 
under section 484(a)(2)(B) by such means, in 
such form or manner, and within such time as 
the Secretary shall by regulation prescribe."; 
and 

(3) by inserting before the period at the end of 
subsection (d) the following: "and may allow for 
the submission or electronic transmission of par
tial invoices, electronic equivalents of invoices, 
bills, or other documents or parts thereof, re
quired under this section". 
SEC. 237. ENTRY OF MERCHANDISE. 

Section 484 (19 U.S.C. 1484) is amended to read 
as follows: 
"SEC. 484. ENTRY OF MERCHANDISE. 

"(a) REQUIREMENT AND TIME.-
"(1) Except as provided in sections 490, 498, 

552, 553, and 336(j), one of the parties qualifying 
as 'importer of record' under paragraph (2)(B), 
either in person or by an agent authorized by 
the party in writing, shall, using reasonable 
care-

"(A) make entry therefor by filing with Cus
toms Service-

"(i) such documentation or, pursuant to an 
electronic data interchange system, such infor
mation as is necessary to enable the Customs 
Service to determine whether the merchandise 
may be released from customs custody, and 

"(ii) notification whether an import activity 
summary statement will be filed; and 

"(B) complete the entry by filing with the 
Customs Service the declared value, classifica
tion and rate of duty applicable to the merchan
dise, and such other documentation or, pursu
ant to an electronic data interchange system, 
such other information as is necessary to enable 
the Customs Service to-

''(i) properly assess duties on the merchan
dise, 

"(ii) collect accurate statistics with respect to 
the merchandise, and 

"(iii) determine whether any other applicable 
requirement of law (other than a requirement 
relating to release [rom customs custody) is met. 

''(2)( A) The documentation or information re
quired under paragraph (1) with respect to any 
imported merchandise shall be filed or transmit
ted in such manner and within such time peri
ods as the Secretary shall by regulation pre
scribe. Such regulations shall provide tor the fil
ing of import activity summary statements, cov
ering entries made during a calendar month, 
within such time period as is prescribed in regu
lations but not to exceed the 20th day following 
such calendar month. 

"(B) When an entry of merchandise is made 
under this section, the required documentation 
or information shall be filed or electronically 
transmitted either by the owner or purchaser of 
the merchandise or, when appropriately des
ignated by the owner, purchaser, or consignee 
of the merchandise, a person holding a valid li
cense under section 641. When a consignee de
clares on entry that he is the owner or pur
chaser of merchandise the Customs Service may, 
without liability, accept the declaration. For the 
purposes of this Act, the importer of record must 
be one of the parties who is eligible to tile the 
documentation or information required by this 
section. 

''(C) The Secretary, in prescribing regulations 
to carry out this subsection, shall establish pro
cedures which insure the accuracy and timeli
ness of import statistics, particularly statistics 
relevant to the classification and valuation of 
imports. Corrections of errors in such statistical 
data shall be transmitted immediately to the Di
rector of the Bureau of the Census, who shall 
make corrections in the statistics maintained by 
the Bureau. The Secretary shall also provide, to 
the maximum extent practicable, [or the protec
tion of the revenue, the enforcement of laws 
governing the importation and exportation of 
merchandise, the facilitation of the commerce ot 
the United States, and the equal treatment of all 
importers o[ record of imported merchandise. 

"(b) RECONCILIATION.-A party that electroni
cally transmits an entry summary or import ac
tivity summary statement may at the time o[ fil
ing such summary or statement notify the Cus
toms Service o[ his intention to file a reconcili
ation pursuant to such regulations as the Sec
retary may prescribe. Such reconciliation must 
be filed by the importer of record within such 
time period as is prescribed by regulation but no 
later than 15 months following the filing of the 
entry summary or import activity summary 
statement. Before filing a reconciliation, an im
porter of record shall post bond or other security 
pursuant to such regulations as the Secretary 
may prescribe. 

"(c) RELEASE OF MERCHANDISE.-The Customs 
Service may permit the entry and release of mer
chandise from customs custody in accordance 
with such regulations as the Secretary may pre
scribe. No officer of the Customs Service shcill be 
liable to any person with respect to the delivery 
o[ merchandise released [rom customs custody in 
accordance with such regulations. 

"(d) SIGNING AND CONTENTS.-Entries shall be 
signed by the importer of record, or his agent, 
unless filed pursuant to an electronic data 
interchange system. If electronically filed, each 
transmission of data shall be certified by an im
porter of record or his agent, one of whom shall 
be resident in the United States [or purposes of 
receiving service of process, as being true and 
correct to the best of his knowledge and belie[, 
and such transmission shall be binding in the 
same manner and to the same extent as a signed 
document. The entry shall set forth such [acts 

in regard to the importation as the Secretary 
may require and shall be accompanied by such 
invoices, bills of lading, certificates, and docu
ments, or their electronically submitted equiva
lents, as are required by regulation. 

"(e) PRODUCTION OF INVOICE.-The Secretary 
may provide by regulation for the production of 
an invoice, parts thereof, or the electronic 
equivalents thereof, in such manner and form, 
and under such terms and conditions, as the 
Secretary considers necessary. 

"(f) STATISTICAL ENUMERATION.-The Sec
retary, the Secretary of Commerce, and the 
United States International Trade Commission 
shall establish [rom time to time [or statistical 
purposes an enumeration of articles in such de
tail as in their judgment may be necessary, com
prehending all merchandise imported into the 
United States and exported [rom the United 
States, and shall seek, in conjunction with sta
tistical programs for domestic production and 
programs [or achieving international harmoni
zation of trade statistics, to establish the com
parability thereof with such enumeration of ar
ticles. All import entries and export declarations 
shall include or have attached thereto an accu
rate statement specifying, in terms of such de
tailed enumeration, the kinds and quantities of 
all merchandise imported and exported and the 
value of the total quantity of each kind of arti
cle. 

"(g) STATEMENT OF COST OF PRODUCTION.
Under such regulations as the Secretary may 
prescribe, the Customs Service may require a 
verified statement from the manufacturer or pro
ducer showing the cost of producing the im
ported merchandise, if the Customs Service con
siders such verification necessary [or the ap
praisement of such merchandise. 

"(h) ADMISSIBILITY OF DATA ELECTRONICALLY 
TRANSMITTED.-Any entry or other information 
transmitted by means of an authorized elec
tronic data interchange system shall be admissi
ble in any and all administrative and judicial 
proceedings as evidence of such entry or infor
mation.". 
SEC. 238. APPRAISEMENT AND OTHER PROCE· 

DURES. 
Section 500 (19 U.S.C. 1500) is amended-
(1) by striking out "The appropriate customs 

officer" and inserting "The Customs Service": 
(2) by striking out "appraise" in subsection 

(a) and inserting "fix the final appra.isement 
of"; 

(3) by striking out "ascertain the" in sub-
section (b) and inserting "fix the final"; 

(4) by amending subsection (c)-
( A) by inserting "final" after "fix the", and 
(B) by inserting ", taxes, and fees" after "du-

ties" wherever it appears; and 
(5) by amending subsections (d) and (e) to 

read as follows: 
"(d) liquidate the entry and reconciliation, if 

any, of such merchandise; and 
"(e) give or transmit, pursuant to an elec

tronic data interchange system, notice of such 
liquidation to the importer, his consignee, or 
agent in such form and manner as the Secretary 
shall by regulation prescribe.". 
SEC. 239. VOLUNTARY REUQUIDATIONS. 

Section 501 (19 U.S.C. 1501) is amended-
(1) by striking out "the appropriate customs 

officer on his own initiative" and inserting "the 
Customs Service"; 

(2) by inserting "or transmitted" after 
"given" wherever it appears; and 

(3) by amending the section heading to read 
as follows: 
"SEC. 501. VOLUNTP..RY REUQUIDATIONS BY THE 

CUSTOMS SERVICE.". 
SEC. 240. APPRAISEMENT REGULATIONS. 

Section 502 (19 U.S.C. 1502) is amended
(1) by amending subsection (a)-
( A) by inserting "(including regulations estab

lishing procedures [or the issuance of binding 
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rulings prior to the entry of the merchandise 
concerned)" after "law", 

(B) by striking out "ports of entry, and" in
serting "ports of entry. The Secretary", 

(C) by inserting "or classifying" after "ap
praising" wherever it appears, and 

(D) by striking out "such port" and inserting 
"any port, and may direct any customs officer 
at any port to review entries of merchandise 
filed at any other port"; and 

(2) by striking out subsection (b) and redesig
nating subsection (c) as subsection (b). 
SEC. 241. UMITATION ON UQUIDATION. 

(a) AMENDMENTS.-Section 504 (19 U.S.C. 1504) 
is amended-

(1) by amending subsection (a)-
(A) by striking out "Except as provided in 

subsection (b)," and inserting "Unless an entry 
is extended under subsection (b) or suspended as 
required by statute or court order,", 

(B) by striking out "or" at the end of para
graph (2), 

(C) by inserting "or" after the semicolon at 
the end of paragraph (3), and 

(D) by inserting the following new paragraph 
after paragraph (3): 

"(4) if a reconciliation is filed, or should have 
been filed, the date of the filing under section 
484 or the date the reconciliation should have 
been filed;"; and 

(2) by amending subsections (b), (c), and (d) to 
read as follows: 

"(b) EXTENSION.-The Secretary may extend 
the period in which to liquidate an entry if-

"(1) the information needed [or the proper ap
praisement or classification of the merchandise, 
or [or insuring compliance with applicable law, 
is not available to the Customs Service; or 

"(2) the importer of record requests such ex
tension and shows good cause therefor. 
The Secretary shall give notice of an extension 
under this subsection to the importer of record 
and the surety of such importer of record. Notice 
shall be in such form and manner (which may 
include electronic transmittal) as the Secretary 
shall by regulation prescribe. Any entry the liq
uidation of which is extended under this sub
section shall be treated as having been liq
uidated at the rate of duty, value, quantity, and 
amount of duty asserted at the time of entry by 
the importer of record at the expiration of 4 
years from the applicable date specified in sub
section (a). 

"(c) NOTICE OF SUSPENSION.-![ the liquida
tion of any entry is suspended, the Secretary 
shall by regulation require that notice of the 
suspension be provided, in such manner as the 
Secretary considers appropriate, to the importer 
of record and to any authorized agent and sur
ety of such importer of record. 

"(d) REMOVAL OF SUSPENSION.-When a sus
pension required by statute or court order is re
moved, the Customs Service shall liquidate the 
entry within 6 months after receiving notice of 
the removal from the Department of Commerce, 
other agency, or a court with jurisdiction over 
the entry. Any entry not liquidated by the Cus
toms Service within 6 months after receiving 
such notice shall be treated as having been liq
uidated at the rate of duty , value, quantity, and 
amount of duty asserted at the time of entry by 
the importer of record.''. 
SEC. 242. PAYMENT OF DUTIES AND FEES. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 505.-Section 505 
(U.S.C. 1505) is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 505. PAYMENT OF DUTIES AND FEES. 

"(a) DEPOSIT OF ESTIMATED DUTIES, FEES, 
AND INTEREST.-Unless merchandise is entered 
[or warehouse or transportation, or under bond, 
the importer of record shall deposit with the 
Customs Service at the time of making entry, or 
at such later time as the Secretary may prescribe 
by regulation, the amount of duties and fees es
timated to be payable thereon. Such regulations 

may provide that estimated duties and fees shall 
be deposited before or at the time an import ac
tivity summary statement is filed. If an import 
activity summary statement is filed, the esti
mated duties and tees shall be deposited to
gether with interest, at a rate determined by the 
Secretary, accruing [rom the first date of the 
month the statement is required to be filed until 
the date such statement is actually filed. 

"(b) COLLECTION OR REFUND OF DUTIES, FEES, 
AND INTEREST DUE UPON LIQUIDATION OR RE
LIQUIDATION.-The Customs Service shall collect 
any increased or additional duties and fees due, 
together with interest thereon, or refund any ex
cess moneys deposited, together with interest 
thereon, as determined on a liquidation or re
liquidation. Duties, tees, and interest deter
mined to be due upon liquidation or reliquida
tion are due 30 days after issuance of the bill [or 
such payment. Refunds of excess moneys depos
ited, together with interest thereon, shall be 
paid within 30 days of liquidation or reliquida
tion. 

"(c) INTEREST.-Interest assessed due to an 
underpayment of duties, fees, or interest shall 
accrue, at a rate determined by the Secretary, 
[rom the date the importer of record is required 
to deposit estimated duties, fees, and interest to 
the date of liquidation or reliquidation of the 
applicable entry or reconciliation. Interest on 
excess moneys deposited shall accrue, at a rate 
determined by the Secretary, [rom the date the 
importer of record deposits estimated duties, 
fees, and interest to the date of liquidation or 
reliquidation of the applicable entry or rec
onciliation. 

"(d) DELINQUENCY.-![ duties, fees, and inter
est determined to be due or refunded are not 
paid in full within the 30-day period specified in 
subsection (b), any unpaid balance shall be con
sidered delinquent and bear interest by 30-day 
periods, at a rate determined by the Secretary, 
from the date of liquidation or reliquidation 
until the full balance is paid. No interest shall 
accrue during the 30-day period in which pay
ment is actually made.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Subsection (d) 
of section 520 (19 U.S.C. 1520(d)) is repealed. 
SEC. 243. ABANDONMENT AND DAMAGE. 

Section 506 (19 U.S.C. 1506) is amended-
(1) by striking out "the appropriate customs 

officer" and "such customs officer" wherever 
they appear and inserting "the Customs Serv
ice"· 

(2) by amending paragraph (1)-
( A) by striking out "not sent to the apprais

er's stores [or" and inserting "released without 
an" 

ah by striking out "of the examination pack
ages or quantities of merchandise", 

(C) by striking out "the appraiser's stores " 
and inserting "the Customs Service ", and 

(D) by inserting "or entry" after "invoice"; 
and 

(3) by amending paragraph (2)-
( A) by inserting ", electronically or other

wise," after " files", and 
(B) by striking out "written". 

SEC. 244. CUSTOMS OFFICER'S IMMUNITY. 
Section 513 (19 U.S.C. 1513) is amended to read 

as [ollows-
"SEC. 513. CUSTOMS OFFICER'S IMMUNITY. 

"No customs officer shall be liable in any way 
to any person [or or on account of-

"(1) any ruling or decision regarding the ap
praisement or the classification of any imported 
merchandise or regarding the duties, fees , and 
taxes charged thereon; 

"(2) the collection of any dues, charges, du
ties, fees , and taxes on or on account of any im
ported merchandise, or 

"(3) any other matter or thing as to which 
any person might under this Act be entitled to 
protest or appeal [rom the decision of such offi
cer.". 

SEC. 245. PROTESTS. 
Section 514 (19 U.S.C. 1514) is amended
(1) by amending subsection (a)-
( A) by striking out "appropriate customs offi

cer" in the text preceding paragraph (1) and in
serting "Customs Service", 

(B) by inserting "or reconciliation as to the is
sues contained therein," after "entry," in para
graph (5), 

(C) by striking out "and" and inserting "or" 
at the end of paragraph (6), 

(D) by striking out the comma at the end of 
paragraph (7) and inserting a semicolon; and 

(E) by striking out "appropriate customs offi
cer, who" in the text following paragraph (7) 
and inserting "Customs Service, which"; 

(2) by amending subsection (b) by striking out 
"appropriate customs officer" and inserting 
"Customs Service"; 

(3) by amending the first sentence of sub
section (c)(1) to read as follows: "A protest of a 
decision made under subsection (a) shall be filed 
in writing, or transmitted electronically pursu
ant to an electronic data interchange system, in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary. A protest must set forth distinctly 
and specifically-

"( A) each decision described in subsection (a) 
as to which protest is made; 

"(B) each category of merchandise affected by 
each decision set forth under paragraph (1); 

"(C) the nature of each objection and the rea
sons therefor; and 

"(D) any other matter required by the Sec
retary by regulation."; 

(4) by redesignating paragraph (2) of sub
section (c) as paragraph (3) and by striking out 
"such customs officer" in such redesignated 
paragraph and inserting "the Customs Service"; 

(5) by designating the last sentence of para
graph (1) of subsection (c) as paragraph (2); 

(6) by striking out "customs officer" in sub
section (d) and inserting "Customs Service"; 
and 

(7) by amending the section heading to read 
as follows: 
"SEC. 514. PROTEST AGAINST DECISIONS OF THE 

CUSTOMS SERVICE."; 
SEC. 246. REFUNDS AND ERRORS. 

Section 520 (19 U.S.C. 1520) is amended-
(1) by inserting "or reconciliation" after 

"entry" in paragraphs (1) and ( 4) of subsection 
(a); and 

(2) by amending subsection (c)-
( A) by striking out "appropriate customs offi

cer" wherever it appears and inserting "Cus
toms Service ", 

(B) by inserting "or reconciliation" after "re
liquidate an entry", and 

(C) by inserting ", whether or not resulting 
[rom or contained in electronic transmission," 
after "inadvertence" the first place it appears 
in paragraph (1). 
SEC. 247. BONDS AND OTHER SECURITY. 

Section 623 (19 U.S.C. 1623) is amended-
(1) by inserting "and the manner in which the 

bond may be filed with or, pursuant to an au
thorized electronic data interchange system, 
transmitted to the Customs Service" after "form 
of such bond " in subsection (b)(l); and 

(2) by inserting at the end of subsection (d) 
the following new sentence: "Any bond trans
mitted to the Customs Service pursuant to an 
authorized electronic data interchange system 
shall have the same force and effect and be 
binding upon the parties thereto as if such bond 
were manually executed, signed, and filed.". 
SEC. 248. CUSTOMHOUSE BROKERS. 

Section 641 (19 U.S.C. 1641) is amended-
(1) by adding at the end of subsection (a)(2) 

the following new sentence: "It also includes 
the preparation of documents or forms in any 
format and the electronic transmission of docu
ments, invoices, bills, or parts thereof, intended 
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to be filed with the Customs Service in further
ance of such activities, whether or not signed or 
filed by the preparer, or activities relating to 
such preparation, but does not include the mere 
electronic transmission of data received for 
transmission to Customs."; 

(2) by amending subsection (c)(l) to read as 
follows: 

"(1) IN GENERAL.-Each person granted a cus
toms broker's license under subsection (b) shall 
be issued, in accordance with such regulations 
as the Secretary shall prescribe, either or both of 
the following: 

"(A) A national permit tor the conduct of 
such customs business as the Secretary pre
scribes by regulation. 

"(B) A permit for each customs district in 
which that person conducts customs business 
and, except as provided in paragraph (2), regu
larly employs at least 1 individual who is li
censed under subsection (b)(2) to exercise re
sponsible supervision and control over the cus
toms business conducted by that person in that 
district."; 

(3) by inserting at the end of subsection (c) 
the following new paragraph: 

"(4) APPOINTMENT OF SUBAGENTS.-Notwith
standing subsection (c)(l), upon the implemen
tation by the Secretary under section 413(b)(2) 
of the component of the National Customs Auto
mation Program referred to in section 
411(a)(2)(B), a licensed broker may appoint an
other licensed broker holding a permit in a cus
toms district to act on its behalf as its subagent 
in that district if such activity relates to the fil
ing of information that is permitted by law or 
regulation to be filed electronically. A licensed 
broker appointing a subagent pursuant to this 
paragraph shall remain liable for any and all 
obligations arising under bond and any and all 
duties, taxes, and fees, as well as any other li
abilities imposed by law, and shall be precluded 
from delegating to a subagent such liability."; 

(4) by amending subsection (d)(2)(B)-
(A) by striking out "appropriate customs offi

cer" and inserting "Customs Service" in the 
first and third sentences, 

(B) by striking out "he" and inserting "it" in 
the third sentence, 

(C) by striking out "15 days" and inserting 
"30 days" in the third sentence, 

(D) by striking out "the appropriate customs 
officer and the customs broker; they" and in
serting "the Customs Service and the customs 
broker; which" in the sixth sentence, 

(E) by striking out "his" and inserting "the" 
in the seventh sentence, and 

(F) by striking out "for his decision" and in
serting "for the decision" in the eighth sen
tence"; and 

(5) by amending subsection (f) by striking out 
"United States Customs Service." and inserting 
"Customs Service. The Secretary may not pro
hibit customs brokers from limiting their liability 
to other persons in the conduct of customs busi
ness. For purposes of this subsection or any 
other provision of this Act pertaining to record
keeping, all data required to be retained by a 
customs broker may be kept on microfilm, opti
cal disc, magnetic tapes, disks or drums, video 
files or any other electrically generated medium. 
Pursuant to such regulations as the Secretary 
shall prescribe, the conversion of data to such 
storage medium may be accomplished at any 
time subsequent to the relevant customs trans
action and the data may be retained in a cen
tralized basis according to such broker's busi
ness system.". 
SEC. 249. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) PLACE OF ENTRY AND UNLADING.-Section 
447 (19 U.S.C. 1447) is amended by striking out 
"the appropriate customs officer shall consider" 
and inserting "the Customs Service considers". 

(b) UNLADING.-Section 449 (19 U.S.C. 1449) is 
amended by striking out "appropriate customs 

officer of such port issues a permit tor the un
~adin~ of such merchandise or baggage," and 
msertmg "Customs Service issues a permit tor 
the unlading of such merchandise or baggage at 
such port,". 
Subtitle C-Miscellaneous Amendments to the 

Tariff Act of 1930 
SEC. 251. ADMINISTRATIVE EXEMPTIONS. 

Section 321 (19 U.S.C. 1321) is amended
(]) by amending subsection (a)(1)-
(A) by striking out "of less than $10" and in

serting "of an amount specified by the Secretary 
by regulation, but not less than $20, ", 

(B) by inserting ",fees," after "duties" wher-
ever it appears, and 

(C) by striking out "and" at the end thereof; 
(2) by amending subsection (a)(2)-
(A) by striking out "shall not exceed-" and 

inserting "shall not exceed an amount specified 
by the Secretary by regulation, but not less 
than-'' 

(B) by striking out "$50" and "$100" in sub
paragraph (A) and inserting "$100" and "$200" 
respectively, ' 

(C) by striking out "$25" in subparagraph (B) 
and inserting "$200", 

(D) by striking out "$5" in subparagraph (C) 
and inserting "$200", and 

(E) by striking the period at the end thereof 
and inserting ";and", and 

(3) by inserting a new paragraph (3) at the 
end of subsection (a) to read as follows: 

"(3) waive the collection of duties, fees, and 
taxes due on entered merchandise when such 
duties, fees, or taxes are less than $20 or such 
greater amount as may be specified by the Sec
retary by regulation."; and 

(4) by amending subsection (b)-
( A) by striking out "to diminish any dollar 

amount specified in subsection (a) and"; and 
(B) by striking out "such subsection" wher

ever it appears and inserting "subsection (a)". 
SEC. 252. REPORT OF ARRIVAL. 

Section 433 (19 U.S.C. 1433) is amended
(1) by amending subsection (a)(l)-
(A) by striking out "or" at the end of sub

paragraph (B), 
(B) by inserting "or" after the semicolon at 

the end of subparagraph (C), and 
(C) by adding after paragraph (C) the follow

ing: 
"(D) any vessel which has visited a hovering 

vessel or received merchandise while outside the 
territorial sea·"· 

(2) by striki'ng out "present to customs officers 
such" in ~ubsection (d) and inserting "present, 
or transm1t pursuant to an electronic data inter
change system, to the Customs Service such in
formation, data,"; and 

(3) by amending subsection (e) to read as fol
lows: 

"(e) PROHIBITION ON DEPARTURES AND DIS
CHARGE.-Unless otherwise authorized by law, a 
vessel, aircraft or vehicle after arriving in the 
United States or Virgin Islands may, but only in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary-

"(]) depart from the port, place, or airport of 
arrival; or 

"(2) discharge any passenger or merchandise 
(including baggage).". 
SEC. 253. ENTRY OF VESSELS. 

Section 434 (19 U.S.C. 1434) amended to read 
as follows: 
"SEC. 434. ENTRY; VESSELS. 

"(a) FORMAL ENTRY.-Within 24 hours (or 
such other period of time as may be provided 
under subsection (c)(2)) after the arrival at any 
port or place in the United States of-

"(1) any vessel from a foreign port or place· 
}2) any foreign vessel from a domestic port; 

(3) any vessel of the United States having on 
board bonded merchandise or foreign merchan
dise tor which entry has not been made; or 

"(4) any vessel which has visited a hovering 
vessel or has delivered or received merchandise 
while outside the territorial sea; 
the master of the vessel shall, unless otherwise 
provided by law, make formal entry at the n':!ar
est customs facility or such other place as the 
Secretary may prescribe by regulation. 

"(b) PRELIMINARY ENTRY.-The Secretary may 
by regulation permit the master to make prelimi
nary entry of the vessel with the Customs Serv
ice in lieu of formal entry or before formal entry 
is made. 

"(c) REGULAT/ONS.-The Secretary may by 
regulation-

"(]) prescribe the manner and format in 
which entry under subsection (a) or subsection 
(b), or both, must be made, and such regulations 
may provide that any such entry may be made 
electronically pursuant to an electronic data 
interchange system; 

"(2) provide that-
"( A) formal entry must be made within a 

greater or lesser time than 24 hours after arriv
al, but in no case more than 48 hours after ar
rival, and 

"(B) formal entry may be made before arrival; 
and 

"(3) authorize the Customs Service to permit 
entry or preliminary entry of any vessel to be 
made at a place other than a designated port of 
entry, under such conditions as may be pre
scribed.". 
SEC. 254. UNLAWFUL RETURN OF FOREIGN VES

SEL PAPERS. 
Section 438 (19 U.S.C. 1438) is amended-
(]) by striking out "section 435" and inserting 

"section 434"· 
(2) by inser'ting ", or regulations issued there

under," after "of this Act"; and 
(3) by striking out "the appropriate customs 

officer of the port where such vessel has been 
entered." and inserting "the Customs Service in 
the port in which such vessel has entered.". 
SEC. 255. VESSELS NOT REQUlRED TO ENTER. 

Section 441 (19 U.S.C. 1441) is amended-
(]) by amending the text preceding paragraph 

(1) to read as follows: "The following vessels 
shall not be required to make entry under sec
tion 434 or to obtain clearance under section 
4197 of the Revised Statutes of the United States 
(46 U.S.C. App. 91):"; 

(2) by amending paragraph (3) to read as fol
lows: 

''(3) Any vessel carrying passengers on excur
sion from the United States Virgin Islands to the 
British Virgin Islands and returning if-

''( A) the vessel does not in any ~ay violate 
the customs or navigation laws of the United 
States; 

"(B) the vessel has not visited any hovering 
vessel; and 

"(C) the master of the vessel, if there is on 
board any article required by law to be entered 
reports the article to the Customs Service imme~ 
diately upon arrival."; 

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) as 
paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively, and insert
ing after paragraph (3) the following: 

"(4) Any United States documented vessel 
with recreational endorsement or any undocu
mented United States pleasure vessel not en
gaged in trade, if-

"( A) the vessel complies with the reporting re
quirements of section 433, and with the customs 
and navigation laws of the United States; 

"(B) the vessel has not visited any hovering 
vessel; and 

"(C) the master of, and any other person on 
board, the vessel, if the master or such person 
has on board any article required by law to be 
entered or declared, reports such article to the 
Customs Service immediately upon arrival·"· 
and ' ' 

(4) by amending the section heading to read 
as follows: 
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"SEC. 441. EXCEPTIONS ro VESSEL ENTRY AND 

CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS.". 
SEC. 256. UNLADING. 

Section 448(a) (19 U.S.C. 1448(a)) is amended
(1) by amending the first sentence-
( A) by striking out "enter)" and inserting 

" enter or clear)", 
(B) by striking out " or vehicle arriving from a 

foreign port or place" and inserting "required to 
make entry under section 434, or vehicle re
quired to report arrival under section 433, ", 

(C) by inserting "or transmitted pursuant to 
an electronic data interchange system" after 
"issued", and 

(D) by striking out the colon after "officer" 
and the proviso and inserting a period; 

(2) by amending the second sentence-
( A) by striking out ", preliminary or other

wise,", and 
(B) by inserting ", electronically pursuant to 

an authorized electronic data interchange sys
tem or otherwise," after "may issue a permit"; 

(3) by striking out the last sentence and in
serting the following: "The owner or master of 
any vessel or vehicle, or agent thereof, shall no
tify the Customs Service of any merchandise or 
baggage so unladen for which entry is not made 
within the time prescribed by law or regulation . 
The Secretary shall by regulation prescribe ad
ministrative penalties not to exceed $1,000 tor 
each bill of lading tor which notice is not given. 
Any such administrative penalty shall be sub
ject to mitigation and remittance under section 
618. Such unentered merchandise or baggage 
shall be the responsibility of the master or per
son in charge of the importing vessel or vehicle, 
or agent thereof, until it is removed [rom the 
carrier's control in accordance with section 
490."; and 

(4) by striking out "the appropriate customs 
officer" and "such customs officer" wherever 
they appear and inserting ''the Customs Serv
ice". 
SEC. 257. DECLARATIONS. 

Section 485 (19 U.S.C. 1485) is amended
(1) by amending subsection (a)-
( A) by inserting "or transmit electronically" 

after "file", and 
(B) by inserting "and manner" after "form"; 
(2) by amending subsection (d)-
( A) by striking out "A importer " and inserting 

"An importer", and 
(B) by striking out "a importer" and inserting 

"an importer"; and 
(3) by inserting atter subsection (f) the follow

ing new subsection: 
"(g) EXPORTED MERCHANDISE RETURNED AS 

UNDELIVERABLE.-With respect to any importa
tion of merchandise to which General Headnote 
4(e) of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States applies, any person who gained 
any benefit [rom, or met any obligation to, the 
United States as a result of the prior exportation 
of such merchandise shall, in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, within 
a reasonable time inform the Customs Service of 
the return of the merchandise.". 
SEC. 258. GENERAL ORDERS. 

Section 490 (19 U.S.C. 1490) is amended-
(1) by amending subsection (a) to read as fol-

lows: 
"(a) INCOMPLETE ENTRY.
"(1) Whenever-
"( A) the entry of any imported merchandise is 

not made within the time provided by law or by 
regulation prescribed by the Secretary: 

"(B) the entry of imported merchandise is in
complete because of failure to pay the estimated 
duties, tees, or interest; 

"(C) in the opinion of the Customs Service, 
the entry of imported merchandise cannot be 
made for want of proper documents or other 
cause; or 

"(D) the Customs Service believes that any 
merchandise is not correctly and legally 
invoiced; 

the carrier (unless subject to subsection (c)) 
shall notify the bonded warehouse of such 
unentered merchandise. 

"(2) After notification under paragraph (1), 
the bonded warehouse shall arrange tor the 
transportation and storage of the merchandise 
at the risk and expense of the consignee. The 
merchandise shall remain in the bonded ware
house until-

" ( A) entry is made or completed and the prop
er documents are produced; 

"(B) the information and data necessary tor 
entry are transmitted to the Customs Service 
pursuant to an authorized electronic data inter
change system; or 

"(C) a bond is given tor the production of doc
uments or the transmittal of data."; 

(2) by amending subsection (b)-
( A) by amending the heading for subsection 

(b) to read as follows: "(b) REQUEST FOR Pos
SESSION BY CUSTOMS.-", and 

(B) by striking out "appropriate customs offi
cer" and inserting "Customs Service"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(c) GOVERNMENT MERCHANDISE.- Any im
ported merchandise that-

"(1) is described in any of paragraphs (1) 
through (4) of subsection (a); and 

"(2) is consigned to, or owned by, the United 
States Government; 
shall be stored and disposed of in accordance 
with such rules and procedures as the Secretary 
shall by regulation prescribe.". 
SEC. 259. UNCLAIMED MERCHANDISE. 

Section 491 (19 U.S.C. 1491) is amended
(1) by amending subsection (a)-
( A) by striking out "customs custody tor one 

year" in the first sentence and inserting "in a 
bonded warehouse pursuant to section 490 [or 6 
months", 

(B) by striking out "public store or bonded 
warehouse for a period of one year" in the sec
ond sentence and inserting ''pursuant to section 
490 in a bonded warehouse [or 6 months", and 

(C) by striking out " estimated duties and stor
age" in the first sentence and inserting "esti
mated duties, taxes, fees, interest, storage,", 

(D) by inserting "taxes, tees, interest," after 
"duties ," wherever it appears, and 

(E) by striking out "duties" in the last sen
tence and inserting " duties, taxes, interest , and 
tees"; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub
section (e) and inserting after subsection (a) the 
following new subsections: 

" (b) NOTICE OF TITLE VESTING IN THE UNITED 
STATES.-At the end of the 6-month period re
ferred to in subsection (a) , the Customs Service 
may, in lieu of sale of the merchandise, provide 
notice to all known interested parties that the 
title to such merchandise shall be considered to 
vest in the United States tree and clear of any 
liens or encumbrances, on the 30th day after the 
date of the notice unless, before such 30th day-

" (1) the subject merchandise is entered or 
withdrawn tor consumption; and 

"(2) payment is made of all duties, taxes, tees, 
transfer and storage charges, and other ex
penses that may have accrued thereon. 

" (c) RETENTION, TRANSFER, DESTRUCTION, OR 
OTHER DISPOSITION.-![ title to any merchan
dise vests in the United States by operation of 
subsection (b), such merchandise may be re
tained by the Customs Service for official use, 
transferred to any other Federal agency or to 
any State or local agency, destroyed, or other
wise disposed of in accordance with such regu
lations as the Secretary shall prescribe. All 
transfer and storage charges or expenses accru
ing on transferred merchandise shall be paid by 
the receiving agency, otherwise the charges and 
expenses on such merchandise shall be paid out 
of the Customs Forfeiture Fund. 

"(d) PETITION.-Whenever any party, having 
lost a substantial interest in merchandise by vir
tue of title vesting in the United States under 
subsection (b), can establish such title or inter
est to the satisfaction of the Secretary within 30 
days after the day on which title vests in the 
United States under subsection (b), or can estab
lish to the satisfaction of the Secretary that the 
party did not receive notice under subsection 
(b), the Secretary may, upon receipt ot a timely 
and proper petition and upon finding that the 
[acts and circumstances warrant, pay such 
party out of the Customs Forfeiture Fund the 
amount the Secretary believes the party would 
have received under section 493 had the mer
chandise been sold and a proper claim filed. The 
decision of the Secretary with respect to any 
such petition is final and conclusive on all par
ties."; and 

(3) by amending subsection (e) (as so redesig
nated) by striking out "appropriate customs of
ficer" in paragraph (3) and inserting "Customs 
Service" . 
SEC. 260. DESTRUCTION OF MERCHANDISE. 

Section 492 (19 U.S.C. 1492) is amended-
(1) by inserting ", retained [or official use, or 

otherwise disposed of" after "destroyed"; and 
(2) by striking out "appropriate customs offi

cer" and inserting "Customs Service". 
SEC. 261. PROCEEDS OF SALE. 

Section 493 (19 U.S.C. 1493) is amended-
(1) by inserting "taxes, and tees," after "du

ties,"; 
(2) by striking out ''by the appropriate cus

toms officer in the Treasury ot the United 
States" and inserting "in the Customs Forfeit
ure Fund"; and 

(3) by striking out "such customs officer" and 
inserting "the Customs Service". 
SEC. 262. ENTRY UNDER REGULATIONS. 

Section 498(a) (19 U.S.C. 1498(a)) is amended
(1) by amending paragraph (1) to read as fol

lows: 
"(1) Merchandise, when-
"(A) the aggregate value of the shipment does 

not exceed an amount specified by the Secretary 
by regulation, but not more than $2,500; or 

"(B) different commercial facilitation and risk 
considerations that may vary [or different class
es or kinds ot merchandise or different classes of 
transactions may dictate;"; and 

(2) by striking out "$10,000 " in paragraph (2) 
and inserting "such amounts as the Secretary 
may prescribe". 
SEC. 263. AMERICAN TRADEMARKS. 

Section 526(e)(3) (19 U.S.C. 1526(e)(3)) is 
amended-

(]) by striking out " 1 year" and inserting "90 
days " ; and 

(2) by striking out "appropriate customs offi
cers" and inserting " the Customs Service". 
SEC. 264. SEIZURE. 

Section 612 (19 U.S.C. 1612) is amended
(]) by amending subsection (a)-
( A) by striking out ''the appropriate customs 

officer", "such officer" and "the customs offi
cer " wherever they appear and inserting "the 
Customs Service", and 

(B) by striking out "the appraiser's return 
and his" and inserting "its"; and 

(2) by amending subsection (b) to read as fol
lows: 

" (b) lf the Customs Service determines that 
the expense of keeping the vessel, vehicle, air
craft , merchandise, or baggage is disproportion
ate to the value thereof, the Customs Service 
may promptly order the destruction or other ap
propriate disposition of such property under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary. No cus
toms officer shall be liable for the destruction or 
other disposition of property made pursuant to 
this section.". 
SEC. 265. CUSTOMS FORFEITURE FUND. 

Section 613A (19 U.S.C. 1613b) is amended-
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(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (E) and 

(F) of subsection (a)(3) as subparagraphs (G) 
and (H), respectively; 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (D) of 
subsection (a)(3) the following new subpara
graphs: 

" (E) the payment of transfer and storage 
charges and expenses under section 491(c); 

''(F) the payment of claims against employees 
of the Customs Service settled by the Secretary 
under section 630;"; and 

(3) by striking out "shall" in subsection (d) 
and inserting "may". 
SEC. 266. UMITATION ON ACTIONS. 

Section 621 (19 U.S.C. 1621) is amended-
(1) by inserting "any duty under section 

592(d), 593A(d), or" before "any pecuniary pen
alty"; and 

(2) by striking out "discovered: " and all that 
follows thereafter and inserting the follow
ing: "discovered; except that-

"(1) in the case of an alleged violation of sec
tion 592 or 593A, no suit or action may be insti
tuted unless commenced within 5 years after the 
date of the alleged violation or. if such violation 
arises out of fraud, within 5 years after the date 
of discovery of fraud, and 

"(2) the time of the absence from the United 
States of the person subject to the penalty or 
forfeiture, or of any concealment or absence of 
the property, shall not be reckoned within the 5-
year period of limitation.". 
SEC. 267. COLLECTION OF FEES ON BEHALF OF 

OTHER AGENCIES. 

The Tariff Act of 1930 is amended by inserting 
after section 528 the following new section: 
"SEC. 529. COLLECTION OF FEES ON BEHALF OF 

OTHER AGENCIES. 

"The Customs Service shall be reimbursed 
from the tees collected tor the cost and expense, 
administrative and otherwise, incurred in col
lecting any fees on behalf of any government 
agency tor any reason.". 
SEC. 268. AUTHORITY TO SETTLE CLAIMS. 

The Tariff Act of 1930 is amended by inserting 
after section 629 the following new section: 
"SEC. 630. AUTHORITY TO SETTLE CLAIMS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law and subject to subsection (b), 
the Secretary may settle, tor not more than 
$50,000 in any one case, a claim tor personal in
jury, death, or damage to, or loss of, privately 
owned property caused by an investigative or 
law enforcement officer (as defined in section 
2680(h) of title 28, United States Code) who is 
employed by the Customs Service and acting 
within the scope of his or her employment. 

"(b) LIMITATJONS.-The Secretary may not 
pay a claim under subsection (a) that-

"(1) concerns commercial property; 
''(2) is presented to the Secretary more than 1 

year after it occurs; or 
"(3) is presented by an officer or employee of 

the United States Government and arose within 
the scope of employment. 

"(c) FINAL SETTLEMENT.-A claim may be 
paid under this section only if the claimant ac
cepts the amount of settlement in complete satis
faction of the claim.". 
SEC. 269. USE OF PRIVATE COLLECTION AGEN

CIES. 

The Tariff Act of 1930 is amended by inserting 
after section 630 the following new section: 
"SEC. 631. USE OF PRIVATE COLLECTION AGEN

CIES. 
"(a) IN GENERAL-Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, the Secretary, under such 
terms and conditions as the Secretary considers 
appropriate, shall enter into contracts and incur 
obligations with one or more persons for collec
tion services to recover indebtedness arising 
under the customs laws and owed the United 
States Government, but only after the Customs 

Service has exhausted all administrative efforts, 
including all claims against applicable surety 
bonds, to collect the indebtedness. 

"(b) CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS.-Any contract 
entered into under subsection (a) shall provide 
that-

" (I) the Secretary retains the authority to re
solve a dispute, compromise a claim, end collec
tion action, and refer a matter to the Attorney 
General to bring a civil action; and 

"(2) the person is subject to-
"( A) section 552a of title 5, United States 

Code, to the extent provided in subsection (m) of 
such section; and 

"(B) laws and regulations of the · United 
States Government and State governments relat
ed to debt collection practices.". 
Subtitle D-Miscellaneous Provisions and 

Consequential and Conforming Amend
ments to Other Laws 

SEC. 281. AMENDMENTS TO THE HARMONIZED 
TARIFF SCHEDULES. 

(a) RETURN SHIPMENTS.-General Note 4 of the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States is amended-

(1) by striking out "and" at the end of sub
division (c); 

(2) by inserting " and" after "1930," in sub
division (d); 

(3) by inserting after subdivision (d) the fol
lowing: 

"(e) articles exported from the United States 
which are returned within 45 days after such 
exportation from . the United States as 
undeliverable and which have not left the cus
tody of the carrier or foreign customs service, " ; 
and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: "No exportation referred to in subdivi
sion (e) may be treated as satisfying any re
quirement tor exportation in order to receive a 
benefit from, or meet an obligation to, the Unit
ed States as a result of such exportation.". 

(b) ENTRY NOT REQUIRED FOR LOCOMOTIVES 
AND RAILWAY FREIGHT CARS.-

(1) The Notes to chapter 86 of such Schedule 
are amended by inserting after note 3 the fol
lowing new note: 
"4. Railway locomotives (provided tor in head
ings 8601 and 8602) and railway freight cars 
(provided for in heading 8606) on which no duty 
is owed are not subject to the entry or release 
requirements tor imported merchandise set forth 
in sections 448 and 484 of the Tariff Act of 1930. 
The Secretary of the Treasury may by regula
tion establish appropriate reporting require
ments, including the requirement that a bond be 
posted to ensure compliance.". 

(2) The U.S. Notes to subchapter V of chapter 
99 of such Schedule are amended by inserting 
after note 8 the following new note: 
"9. Railway freight cars provided for in sub
headings 9905.86.05 and 9905.86.10 are not sub
ject to the entry or release requirements for im
ported merchandise set forth in sections 448 and 
484 of the Tariff Act of 1930. The Secretary of 
the Treasury may by regulation establish appro
priate reporting requirements, including the re
quirement that a bond be posted to ensure com
pliance.". 

(c) INSTRUMENTS OF INTERNATIONAL TRAF
FIC.-The U.S. Notes to subchapter III of chap
ter 98 of such Schedule is amended by inserting 
after note 3 the following new note: 
" 4. Instruments of international trade, such as 
containers, light vans, rail cars and locomotives, 
truck cabs and trailers, etc. are exempt from tor
mal entry procedures but are required to be ac
counted for when imported and exported into 
and out of the United States, respectively, 
through the manifesting procedures required of 
all international carriers by the United States 
Customs Service. Fees associated with the im
portation of such instruments of international 

trade shall be reported and paid on a periodic 
basis as required by regulations issued by the 
Secretary of the Treasury and in accordance 
with International Conventions on Instruments 
of International Trade.". 
SEC. 282. AMENDMENT TO THE INTERNAL REVE

NUE CODE OF 1986. 
Section 9505(c) of the Internal Revenue Code 

of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9505(c)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(c) EXPENDITURES FROM THE HARBOR MAIN
TENANCE TRUST FUND.-

"(1) Amounts in the Harbor Maintenance 
Trust Fund shall be available, as provided by 
appropriations Acts, tor making expenditures-

"( A) to carry out section 210(a) of the Water 
Resources Development Act of 1986 (as amended 
by the Water Resources Development Act of 
1990), 

"(B) tor payments of rebates of tolls or 
charges pursuant to section 13(b) of the Act of 
May 13, 1954 (as in effect on April 1, 1987), and 

"(C) tor the payments of all administrative ex
penses incurred by the Department of the Army, 
the Department of the Treasury and the Depart
ment of Commerce in administering the tax im
posed by section 4461. 

"(2) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to the Department of the Army, out of the Har
bor Maintenance Trust Fund established by 
subsection (a), for each fiscal year up to 
$5,000,000 to be used by the Department of the 
Army to provide payment of all administrative 
expenses incurred by the Department of the 
Army, the Department of the Treasury, and the 
Department of Commerce in administering the 
tax imposed by section 4461. ". 
SEC. 283. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 28, UNITED 

STATES CODE. 
(a) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO ACCREDITATION 

OF PRIVATE LABORATORIES.-Title 28 of the 
United States Code is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 1581(g) is amended by-
(A) striking out "and" at the end of para-

graph (1); · 
(B) by striking out the period at the end of 

paragraph (2) and inserting ";and"; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
"(3) any decision or order of the Customs 

Service to deny, suspend, or revoke accredita
tion of a private laboratory under section 499(b) 
of the Tariff Act of 1930. ". 

(2) Section 2631(g) is amended by inserting at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

"(3) A civil action to review any decision or 
order of the Customs Service to deny, suspend, 
or revoke accreditation of a private laboratory 
under section 499(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 
may be commenced in the Court of International 
Trade by the person whose accreditation was 
denied, suspended, or revoked.". 

(3) Section 2636 is amended-
( A) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub

section (i); and 
(B) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol

lowing new subsection: 
"(h) A civil action contesting the denial, sus

pension, or revocation by the Customs Service of 
a private laboratory's accreditation under sec
tion 499(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 is barred un
less commenced in accordance with the rules of 
the Court of International Trade within 60 days 
after the date of the decision or order of the 
Customs Service.". 

(4) Section 2640 is amended-
(A) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub

section (e); and 
(B) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol

lowing new subsection: 
"(d) In any civil action commenced to review 

any order or decision of the Customs Service 
under section 499(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930, 
the court shall review the action on the basis of 
the record before the Customs Service at the time 
of issuing such decision or order.". 
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(5) Section 2642 is amended by inserting before 

the period the following: "or laboratories ac
credited by the Customs Service under section 
499(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930". 

(b) APPLICATION OF SUBSECTION (a) AMEND
MENTS.-For purposes of applying the amend
ments made by subsection (a), any decision or 
order of the Customs Service denying, suspend
ing, or revoking the accreditation of a private 
laboratory on or after the date of the enactment 
of this title and before regulations to implement 
section 499(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 are issued 
shall be treated as having been denied, sus
pended, or revoked under such section 499(b). 

(C) JURISDICTION OF COURT.-Section 1582(1) 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended by in
serting "593A, " after "592, " . 

(d) FILING OF OFFICIAL DOCUMENTS.-Section 
2635(a) of title 28, United States Code, is amend
ed to read as follows: 

" (a) In any action commenced in the Court of 
International Trade contesting the denial of a 
protest under section 515 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 or the denial of a petition under section 516 
of such Act , the Customs Service, as prescribed 
by the rules of the court, shall file with the clerk 
of the court, as part of the official record, any 
document, paper, information or data relating 
to the entry of merchandise and the administra
tive determination that is the subject of the pro
test or petition.". 
SEC. 284. AMENDMENTS TO THE REVISED STAT· 

UTES OF THE UNITED STATES. 
(a) ENROLLED OR LICENSED VESSELS.-Section 

2793 of the Revised Statutes of the United States 
(19 U.S.C. 288; 46 U.S.C. App. 111, 123) is 
amended by striking out the first semicolon and 
all the text that follows thereafter and inserting 
a period. 

(b) REGISTERED VESSELS AT FOREIGN PORTS.
Section 3126 of such Revised Statutes (19 U.S.C. 
293) is amended-

(]) by striking out "Any vessel, on being duly 
registered in pursuance of the laws of the Unit
ed States," and inserting "Any United States 
documented vessel with a registry and coastwise 
endorsements"; and 

(2) by striking out all the text occurring after 
the first sentence. 

(C) CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS.-Section 4197 
of such Revised Statutes (46 U.S.C. App. 91) is 
amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 4197. CLEARANCE; VESSELS. 

"(a) WHEN REQUIRED; VESSELS OF THE UNITED 
STATES.-Except as otherwise provided by law, 
any vessel of the United States shall obtain 
clearance from the Customs Service before pro
ceeding [rom a port or place in the United 
States-

" (I) for a foreign port or place; 
''(2) [or another port or place in the United 

States if the vessel has on board bonded mer
chandise or foreign merchandise [or which entry 
has not been made; or 

"(3) outside the territorial sea to visit a hover
ing vessel or to receive merchandise while out
side the territorial sea. 

"(b) WHEN REQUIRED; OTHER VESSELS.-Ex
cept as otherwise provided by law, any vessel 
that is not a vessel of the United States shall ob
tain clearance from the Customs Service before 
proceeding [rom a port or place in the United 
States-

"(]) for a foreign port or place; 
"(2) for another port or place in the United 

States: or 
"(3) outside the territorial sea to visit a hover

ing vessel or to receive or deliver merchandise 
while outside the territorial sea. 

"(c) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of the 
Treasury may by regulation-

"(]) prescribe the manner in which clearance 
under this section is to be obtained, including 
the documents, data or information which shall 

be submitted or transmitted, pursuant to an au
thorized data interchange system, to obtain the 
clearance; 

"(2) permit the Customs Service to grant clear
ance [or a vessel under this section before all re
quirements for clearance are complied with, but 
only if the owner or operator of the vessel files 
a bond in an amount set by the Secretary of the 
Treasury conditioned upon the compliance by 
the owner or operator with all specified require
ments for clearance within a time period (not 
exceeding 4 business days) established by the 
Secretary of the Treasury; and 

"(3) authorize the Customs Service to permit 
clearance of any vessel to be obtained at a place 
other than a designated port of entry, under 
such conditions as he may prescribe.". 
SEC. 285. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 18, UNITED 

STATES CODE. 
Section 965(a) of title 18, United States Code , 

is amended-
(]) by striking out "sections 91, 92, and 94 of 

Title 46" and inserting " section 431 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1431) and section 4197 of 
the Revised Statutes of the United States (46 
U.S.C. App. 91) , " ; 

(2) by striking out "the collector of customs 
tor the district wherein such vessel is then lo
cated" and inserting "the Customs Service"; 
and 

(3) by striking out "the collector like" and in
serting in lieu thereof "the Customs Service 
like " . 
SEC. 286. AMENDMENT TO THE ACT TO PREVENT 

POLLUTION FROM SHIPS. 
Section 9(e) of the Act to Prevent Pollution 

from Ships (94 Stat. 2301, 33 U.S.C. 1908(e)) is 
amended by striking out "shall refuse or re
voke" and all ot the text following thereafter 
and inserting "shall refuse or revoke the clear
ance required by section 4197 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States (46 U.S.C. App. 
91). Clearance may be granted upon the filing of 
a bond or other surety satisfactory to the Sec
retary.". 
SEC. 287. AMENDMENTS TO THE ACT OF NOVEM· 

BER 6,1966. 
Sections 2(e) and 3(e) of the Act of November 

6, 1966 (46 U.S.C. App. 817d(e) and 817e(e)) are 
each amended-

(]) by striking out "The collector of customs 
at" and inserting "At " ; and 

(2) by inserting " , the Customs Service" after 
"subsection (a) of this section". 
SEC. 288. REPEAL OF OBSOLETE PROVISIONS OF 

LAW. 
(a) REVISED STATUTES.-The following provi

sions of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States are repealed: 

(1) So much of section 2792 as is codified at 19 
U.S.C. 289 and 46 U.S.C. App. 110 and 112 (as in 
effect on the date of the enactment of this Act). 

(2) Section 3111 (19 U.S.C. 282) . 
(3) Section 3118 (19 U.S.C. 286). 
(4) Section 3119 (19 U.S.C. 287). 
(5) Section 3122 (19 U.S.C. 290). 
(6) Section 3124 (19 U.S.C. 291). 
(7) Section 3125 (19 U.S.C. 292). 
(8) Section 4198 (46 U.S.C. App. 94). 
(9) Section 4199 (46 U.S.C. App. 93) . 
(10) Section 4201 (46 U.S.C. App. 96). 
(11) Section 4207. 
(12) Section 4208 (46 U.S.C. App. 102). 
(13) Section 4213 (46 U.S.C. App. 101). 
(14) So much of section 4221 as is codified at 

46 U.S.C. App. 113 (as in effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act). 

(15) Section 4222 (46 U.S.C. App. 126). 
(16) Section 4332 (46 U.S.C. App. 274). 
(17) Section 4348 (46 U.S.C. App. 293). 
(18) Section 4358 (46 U.S.C. App. 306). 
(19) Section 4361 (46 U.S.C. App. 307). 
(20) Sections 4362 through 4369 (46 U.S.C. App. 

308 through 315). 

(21) Sections 4573 through 4576 (46 U.S.C. App. 
674 through 677). 

(b) TARIFF ACT OF 1930.-The following sec-
tions of the Tariff Act of 1930 are repealed: 

(1) Section 432 (19 U.S.C. 1432). 
(2) Section 435 (19 U.S.C. 1435). 
(3) Section 437 (19 U.S.C. 1437). 
(4) Section 439 (19 U.S.C. 1439). 
(5) Section 440 (19 U.S.C. 1440). 
(6) Sections 443, 444, and 445 (19 U.S.C. 1443, 

1444, and 1445). 
(7) Section 465 (19 U.S.C. 1465) . 
(8) Section 482 (19 U.S.C. 1482) . 
(9) Section 583 (19 U.S.C. 1583). 
(10) Section 585 (19 U.S.C. 1585). 
(C) MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.-The follow

ing provisions are repealed: 
(1) The last undesignated paragraph of sec

tion 201 of the Act of August 5, 1935 (19 U.S.C. 
1432a), is repealed. 

(2) The Act of June 16, 1937 (19 U.S.C. 1435b). 
(3) Section 1 of the Act of July 3, 1926 (46 

U.S.C. App. 293a) . 
(4) The Act of May 4, 1934 (46 U.S.C. App. 

91a). 
(5) Section 1403(b) of the Water Resources De

velopment Act of 1986 (Public Law 99~62; 26 
U.S.C. 4461 note). 
SEC. 289. REPORTS TO CONGRESS. 

(a) ANTIDUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING DUTY 
COLLECTIONS.-The Commissioner ot Customs 
shall before the 60th day of each fiscal year 
after fiscal year 1992 submit to Congress a report 
regarding the collection during the preceding 
fiscal year ot duties imposed under the anti
dumping and countervailing duty laws. 

(b) CES FEE REPORT.-
(]) AMENDMENT.-Section 9501(c) of the Omni

bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1987 (19 U.S.C. 
3 note) is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

''(3) The Commissioner of Customs is author
ized to obtain from the operators of centralized 
cargo examination stations information regard
ing the tees paid to them for the provision of 
services at these stations. " . 

(2) REPORT.-Within 9 months after the date 
of the enactment of this subsection, the Commis
sioner of Customs shall submit to the Committees 
referred to in section 9501(c) of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1987, a report set
ting forth-

( A) an estimate of the aggregate amount of 
fees paid to operators ot centralized cargo exam
ination stations during fiscal year 1992; and 

(B) the variations, if any, among customs dis
tricts with respect to the amounts of the tees 
charged for centralized cargo examination sta
tion services. 

(c) COMPLIANCE WITH CUSTOMS LAWS.-Sec
tion 123 of the Customs and Trade Act of 1990 
(19 U.S.C. 2083) is amended-

(]) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub
section (e), and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the follow
ing: 

"(d) COMPLIANCE PROGRAM.-The Commis
sioner of Customs shall-

" (I) devise and implement a methodology for 
estimating the level of compliance with the laws 
administered by the Customs Service; and 

' '(2) include as an additional part of the re
port required to be submitted under subsection 
(a) [or each of fiscal years 1993, 1994, and 1995, 
an evaluation of the extent to which such com
pliance was obtained during the 12-month pe
riod preceding the 60th day before each such fis
cal year.". 

(d) COURIER SERVICES COMPLIANCE REPORT.
The Commissioner of Customs shall initiate a 
compliance review of certain courier services 
which may not be eligible for benefits under the 
regulations of the Customs Service prescribed in 
part 128 of title 19 of the Code of Federal Regu-
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lations and shall submit a report to Congress on 
the results of such review within 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of this title. 
SEC. 290. APPUCABIUTY OF AMENDMENTS TO 

ENTRY OR WITHDRAWAL OF GOODS. 
Any amendment made by this title that is ap

plicable to the entry, or withdrawal from ware
house for consumption, of goods applies to any 
such entry or withdrawal that is made on or 
after the 15th day after the date of the enact
ment of this title. 
TITLE Ill-CUSTOMS AND TRADE AGENCY 

AUTHORIZATIONS FOR FISCAL YEARS 
1993 AND 1994 

SEC. 301. CUSTOMS AND TRADE AGENCY AUTHOR
IZATIONS. 

(a) UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION.-Section 330(e)(2) of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1330(e)(2)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(2)(A) There are authorized to be appro
priated to the Commission for necessary ex
penses (including the rental of conference rooms 
in the District of Columbia and elsewhere) not 
to exceed the following : 

"(i) $45,152,000 for fiscal year 1993. 
"(ii) $48,042,000 for fiscal year 1994. 
"(B) Not to exceed $2,500 of the amount au

thorized to be appropriated for any fiscal year 
under subparagraph (A) may be used, subject to 
the approval of the Chairman of the Commis
sion, for reception and entertainment expenses. 

"(C) No part of any sum that is appropriated 
under the authority of subparagraph (A) may be 
used by the Commission in the making of any 
special study, investigation, or report that is re
quested by any agency of the executive branch 
unless that agency reimburses the Commission 
for the cost thereof.". 

(b) UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE.-Sec
tion 301(b) of the Customs Procedural Reform 
and Simplification Act of 1978 (19 U.S.C. 
2075(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
" (]) FOR NONCOMMERCIAL OPERATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated for the 
salaries and expenses of the Customs Service 
that are incurred in noncommercial operations 
not to exceed the following : 

1'(A) $536,582,000 for fiscal year 1993. 
" (B) $552,680,000 for fiscal year 1994. 
" (2) FOR COMMERCIAL OPERATIONS.-(A) 

There are authorized to be appropriated for the 
salaries and expenses of the Customs Service 
that are incurred in commercial operations not 
less than the following: 

"(i) $790,505,000 tor fiscal year 1993. 
"(ii) $814,221,000 tor fiscal year 1994. 
"(B) The monies authorized to be appro

priated under subparagraph (A) for any fiscal 
year, except for such sums as may be necessary 
for the salaries and expenses of the Customs 
Service that are incurred in connection with the 
processing of merchandise that is exempt from 
the tees imposed under section 13031(a)(9) and 
(10) of the Consolidated Omnibus Budget Rec
onciliation Act of 1985, shall be appropriated 
from the Customs User Fee Account. 

"(3) FOR AIR INTERDICTION.-There are au
thorized to be appropriated for the operation 
(including salaries and expenses) and mainte
nance of the air interdiction program of the 
Customs Service not to exceed the following: 

"(A) $138,983,000 for fiscal year 1993. 
" (B) $143,152,000 for fiscal year 1994. " . 
(c) OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES TRADE REP

RESENTATIVE.-Section 141(g)(1) of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2171(g)(l)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(g)(l)(A) There are authorized to be appro
priated to the Office for the purposes of carry
ing out its functions not to exceed the following : 

"(i) $21,697,000 tor fiscal year 1993. 
"(ii) $22,435,000 for fiscal year 1994. 

"(B) Of the amounts authorized to be appro
priated under subparagraph (A) for any fiscal 
year-

"(i) not to exceed $98,000 may be used for en
tertainment and representation expenses of the 
Office; and 

"(ii) not to exceed $2,500,000 shall remain 
available until expended.". 
SEC. 302. CUSTOMS FORFEITURE FUND. 

Section 613A(f)(2)(B) of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(relating to certain authorized expenditure from 
the Customs Forfeiture Fund) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(B) Of the amount authorized to be appro
priated under subparagraph (A), not to exceed 
the following shall be available to carry out the 
purposes set forth in subsection (a)(2): 

"(i) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1993. 
"(ii) $15,450,000 for fiscal year 1994. ". 

SEC. 303. REPEAL OF EAST·WEST TRADE STATIS· 
TICS MONITORING SYSTEM. 

(a) REPEAL.-Section 410 of the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2440) is repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
contents for such Act of 1974 is amended by 
striking out the following: 
"Sec. 410. East- West Trade Statistics Monitoring 

System.". 

SEC. 304. FEES FOR CERTAIN CUSTOMS SERV
ICES. 

Section 13031 (b)(9)( A) of the Consolidated Om
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (19 
U.S.C. 58c(b)(9)(A)) is amended-

(1) by striking out "centralized hub facility 
or" in clause (i) ; and 

(2) by amending clause (ii)-
(A) by striking out "facility-" and inserting 

" facility or centralized hub facility-", 
(B) by striking out "customs inspectional " in 

subclause (I) , and 
(C) by striking out "at" in subclause (I) and 

inserting " for" . 

SEC. 305. CUSTOMS PERSONNEL AIRPORT WORK 
SHIFT REGULATION. 

Section 13031(g) of the Consolidated Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C. 
58c(g)) is amended-

(1) by striking out "In addition to the regula
tions required under paragraph (2), the" and 
inserting "The"; 

(2) by striking out paragraph (2); and 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para

graph (2). 
TITLE IV-OTHER TRADE PROVISIONS 

Subtitle A-Nontariff Provisions 
CHAPTER 1-MISCELLANEOUS NONTARIFF 

PROVISIONS 
SEC. 401. MARKET DISRUPTION. 

Section 406 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2436) is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a)(l) is amended by inserting 
"or a country with a state-controlled economy" 
after • 'which is the product of a Communist 
country". 

(2) Subsection (b)(2) is amended-
( A) by striking out "and " at the end of sub

paragraph (A); 
(B) by striking out the period at the end of 

subparagraph (B) and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

(C) by adding after subparagraph (B) the fol
lowing new subparagraphs: 

" (C) the President may alter the form of relief 
recommended by the Commission if such alter
native relief is equivalent to that recommended 
by the Commission; and 

" (D) the President shall provide the relief rec
ommended by the Commission , or equivalent re
lief as provided for in subparagraph (C) , unless 
he determines such relief would seriously impair 
the national security of the United States.". 

(3) Subsection (c) is amended by inserting " or 
a country with a state-controlled economy " 
after " the product of a Communist country". 

(4) Subsection (e) is amended-
(A) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para

graph (3) , and 
(B) by inserting the following new paragraph 

(2): 
" (2) The phrase 'country with a state-con

trolled economy' means a country regarding 
which the President, or his designee, determines 
that the state controls the economy. In making 
any such determination, the President shall 
consider, among other factors, whether the 
country has an economy in which-

"( A) private property has not been instituted, 
" (B) a legal system to enhance economic effi

ciency and to specify and enforce property 
rights has not been instituted, 

"(C) regulatory reform to enhance micro
economic flexibility and economic efficiency has 
not been instituted, 

"(D) price liberalization and market formation 
of scarcity prices has not been implemented, 

"(E) a convertible currency has not been es
tablished, 

"(F) a competitive capital market to allocate 
savings efficiently has not been implemented, 
and 

"(G) a labor market strategy to create a high
ly mobile labor force that can react to price sig
nals has not been implemented.". 

(5) The following new subsection is added at 
the end: 

"(f) For the purposes of subsection (e)(2), the 
President or his designee shall promptly publish 
a list of countries determined to be countries 
with state-controlled economies and shall peri
odically revise the list when considered appro
priate.". 
SEC. 402. END-USE CERTIFICATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Agriculture 
(hereinafter in this section referred to as the 
"Secretary") shall implement a program requir
ing that end-use certificates be included in the 
documentation covering the entry into , or the 
withdrawal from warehouse for consumption in, 
the customs territory of the United States of any 
wheat or barley that is a product of any foreign 
country or instrumentality that requires end-use 
certificates tor imports of wheat or barley that is 
a product of the United States. 

(b) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall pre
scribe such requirements regarding the informa
tion to be included in end-use certificates as 
may be necessary and appropriate to carry out 
this section. 

(c) PRODUCER PROTECTION.-
(1) DETERMINATION.-At any time after the 

close of the 18-month period beginning on the 
date of the implementation of the program 
under subsection (a) , the Secretary may, subject 
to paragraph (2), suspend the operations of such 
program upon making a determination that the 
program has directly resulted in-

( A) the reduction of income to United States 
producers of agricultural commodities; or 

(B) the reduction of competitiveness of United 
States agricultural commodities in the wor!d ex
port markets. 

(2) PERIOD FOR CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW.-The 
Secretary may not suspend the operations of the 
program established under subsection (a) before 
the close of the 90-day period beginning on the 
date on which the report under subsection (d) is 
submitted to Congress. Such 90-day period shall 
be computed by excluding the days described in 
section 154(b)(l) and (2) of the Trade Act of 1974 
(19 U.S.C. 2194(b)(l) and (2)). 

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Prior to suspend
ing the program implemented under subsection 
(a) pursuant to a determination made under 
subsection (c)(1), the Secretary shall submit a 
report to the Congress detailing the determina
tion made under subsection (c)(l) and the rea
sons tor making such determination. 
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SEC. 4()3. NEGOTIATIONS ON ANTICOMPETITIVE 

PRACTICES. 
As soon as practicable, the President shall 

enter into negotiations for the purpose of con
cluding trade agreements that-

(1) eliminate the adverse effects of private 
anticompetitive practices on international trade; 

(2) harmonize national laws on competition 
policy, and the implementation of those laws as 
they relate to international trade; 

(3) establish mechanisms for the effective en
forcement across national boundaries of na
tional laws on competition policy as they relate 
to international trade; and 

(4) make the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade compatible with these new agree
ments and United States law on competition pol
icy. 
The President shall no later than March 31, 
1993, submit to the Congress a written report on 
the status of such negotiations. 
SEC. 404. MACmNE TOOL IMPORT ARRANGE

MENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1501(c) of the Omni

bus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988 is 
amended-

(1) by striking "The Secretary of Commerce is 
authorized to request the Secretary of the Treas
ury to" in the first sentence of paragraph (1) 
and inserting ''The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall, at the request of the Secretary of Com
merce,"; 

(2) by inserting after the first sentence in 
paragraph (1) the following new sentence: "Not
withstanding any other provision of law, until a 
bilateral agreement is negotiated with Taiwan 
pursuant to the President's December 27, 1991, 
decision, the Secretary of the Treasury shall en
force the quantitative limitations and other pro
visions of bilateral arrangement negotiated with 
Taiwan in effect on December 31, 1991, pursuant 
to the President's machine tool decision of May 
20, 1986. "; and 

(3) by inserting ", and December 27, 1991" 
after "May 20, 1986" each place it appears. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of the 
Congress that any bilateral agreement nego
tiated with Taiwan pursuant to the President's 
December 27, 1991, decision shall be effective for 
2 years from the date it is signed. 
SEC. 405. SIMPUFICATION OF CERTAIN UNITED 

STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
LAWS. 

(a) REPORT.-Betore January 1, 1994, the 
United States International Trade Commission 
shall prepare and submit to the Congress a re
port that contains suggested legislative propos
als for consolidating and simplifying the inter
national trade laws of the United States. The 
objectives that the Commission should seek to 
achieve in preparing the suggested legislative 
proposals include, but are not limited to-

(1) the logica(arrangement of provisions; 
(2) the elimination of anomalous, duplicative, 

and illogical existing provisions; 
(3) simplification of language; and 
(4) no substantive or procedural change from 

existing provisions. 
(b) DEFINITION OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE 

LAWS.-For purposes of subsection (a), the 
international trade laws of the United States 
are those laws of the United States (other than 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States) under which tariffs or quantitative or 
other restrictions may be imposed on goods im
ported into the United States, including title VII 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (relating to the imposi
tion of countervailing and antidumping duties), 
section 337 of such Act (relating to the exclusion 
of goods found to be used in unfair methods of 
competition or unfair acts in importation), sec
tion 338 of such Act (relating to the imposition 
of additional duties in response to discrimina
tory trade actions by foreign country), and title 

Ill of the Trade Act of 1974 (relating to the en
forcement of United States rights under trade 
agreements and responses to certain foreign 
trade practices). 
SEC. 406. CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

SPECIAL TRADE UNIT. 
Within 120 days after the date of the enact

ment of this Act, the Director of the Congres
sional Research Service shall make recommenda
tions to the Congress concerning the establish
ment of a special unit that would-

(1) integrate the capabilities and resources of 
the Congressional Research Service, the Inter
national Trade Commission, and other appro
priate agencies; and 

(2) serve as a central and objective source of 
information and analysis tor the Congress on 
data and trends in trade between the United 
States and foreign countries. 
SEC. 4()7. REPORT REGARDING SECONDARY ARAB 

LEAGUE BOYCOTT. 
It is the sense of the Congress that boycotts 

fostered or imposed by foreign countries against 
other countries friendly to the United States or 
against any United States person are discrimi
natory trade barriers to international trade, and 
that the United States should encourage major 
trading nations of the world engaged in the ex
port of goods or technology to refuse to take ac
tion which would have the effect of furthering 
or supporting boycotts imposed by any foreign 
country or association against a country friend
ly to the United States or against any United 
States person. In view of the foregoing, the 
United States Trade Representative is com
mended for including the Arab boycott in the 
1992 National Trade Estimate Report on Foreign 
Trade Barriers that is required under section 181 
of the Trade Act of 1974, but should expand the 
boycott provision within such report-

(1) to include a country-by-country analysis 
on the extent to which each government permits 
or encourages companies in that country to 
comply with the secondary Arab boycott of 
United States companies; 

(2) to identify the activities of specific govern
ments of these countries to enforce the boycott; 
and 

(3) to discuss the differences in how countries 
blacklist companies and enforce the boycott. 

CHAPTER 2-/MPORT SANCTIONS TO 
CONTROL NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION 

SEC. 411. SHORT TITLE. 
This chapter may be cited as the "Omnibus 

Nuclear Proliferation Control Act of 1992". 
SEC. 412. IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS. 

(a) DETERMINATION BY THE PRESIDENT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in sub

section (b)(2), the President shall impose the 
sanction described in subsection (c) if the Presi
dent determines that a foreign person, on or 
after the date of the enactment of this section, 
has materially and · with requisite knowledge 
contributed-

( A) through the export from the United States 
of any goods or technology that are subject to 
the jurisdiction of the United States, or 

(B) through the export from any other coun
try of any goods or technology that would be, if 
they were exported from the United States, sub
ject to the jurisdiction of the United States, 
to the efforts by any individual, group, or non
nuclear-weapon state to acquire unsafeguarded 
special nuclear material or to use, develop, 
produce, stockpile, or otherwise acquire any nu
clear explosive device, whether or not the goods 
or technology is specifically designed or modi
fied for such purpose. 

(2) PERSONS AGAINST WHICH SANCTIONS ARE TO 
BE IMPOSED.-A sanction shall be imposed pur
suant to paragraph (1) on-

( A) the foreign person with respect to which 
the President makes the determination described 
in that paragraph; 

(B) any successor entity to that toreis;n per
son; 

(C) any foreign person that is a parent or sub
sidiary of that person if that parent or suVsidi
ary materially and with requisite knowledge as
sisted in the activities which were the basis of 
that determination; and 

(D) any foreign person that is an affiliate oj 
that person if that affiliate materially and with 
requisite knowledge assisted in the activities 
which were the basis of that determination and 
if that affiliate is controlled in tact by that for
eign person. 

(3) OTHER SANCTIONS AVAILABLE.-The sanc
tion which may be imposed tor activities de
scribed in this subsection is in addition to any 
other sanction which may be imposed tor the 
same activities under any other provision of 
law. 

(4) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sub
section, the term "requisite knowledge" means 
situations in which a person "knows", as 
"knowing" is defined in section 104 of the For
eign Corrupt Practices Act of 1977 (15 U.S.C. 
78dd-2). 

(b) CONSULTATION WITH AND ACTIONS BY FOR
EIGN GOVERNMENT OF ]URISDICTION.-

(1) CONSULTATIONS.-If the President makes 
the determinations described in subsection (a)(l) 
with respect to a foreign person, the Congress 
urges the President to initiate consultations im
mediately with the government with primary ju
risdiction over that foreign person with respect 
to the imposition of the sanction pursuant to 
this section. 

(2) ACTIONS BY GOVERNMENT OF JURISDIC
TION.-In order to pursue such consultations 
with that government, the President may delay 
imposition of the sanction pursuant to this sec
tion [or up to 90 days. Following these consulta
tions, the President shall impose the sanction 
unless the President determines and certifies to 
the Congress that that government has taken 
specific and effective actions, including appro
priate penalties, to terminate the involvement of 
the foreign person in the activities described in 
subsection (a)(1). The President may delay the 
imposition of the sanction for up to an addi
tional 90 days if the President determines and 
certifies to the Congress that that government is 
in the process of taking the actions described in 
the previous sentence. 

(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than 90 
days after making a determination under sub
section (a)(l), the President shall submit to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and the Com
mittee on Finance of the Senate, and to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Commit
tee on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives a report on the status of consulta
tions with the appropriate government under 
this subsection, and the basis for any deter
mination under paragraph (2) of this subsection 
that such government has taken specific correc
tive actions. 

(C) SANCTION.-
(1) DESCRIPTION OF SANCTION ON FOREIGN PER

SONS.-The sanction to be imposed on a foreign 
person pursuant to subsection (a)(l) is, except 
as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, 
that the importation into the United States of 
products produced by any foreign person or any 
parent, subsidiary, affiliate, or successor entity 
thereof, as described in subsection (a)(2), shall 
be prohibited. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.-The President shall not be 
required to apply or maintain the sanction 
under this section-

( A) in the case of the importation of defense 
articles or defense services-

(i) under existing contracts or subcontracts, 
including the exercise of options for production 
quantities to satisfy operational military re
quirements of the United States, the North At-
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lantic Treaty Organization (NATO), or major 
allies who are not members of NATO; 

(ii) if the President determines that the person 
or other entity to which the sanction would oth
erwise be applied is a sole source supplier of the 
defense articles or services, that the defense ar
ticles or services are essential, and that alter
native sources are not readily or reasonably 
available; or 

(iii) if the President determines that such arti
cles or services are essential to the national se
curity under defense coproduction agreements; 

(B) to products or services provided under 
contracts entered into before the date on which 
the President publishes his intention to impose 
sanctions; 

(C) to-
(i) spare parts which are essential to United 

States products or production, 
(ii) component parts, but not finished prod

ucts, essential to United States products or pro
duction, or 

(iii) routine servicing and maintenance of 
products, to the extent that alternative sources 
are not readily or reasonably available; 

(D) to information and technology essential to 
United States products or production; or 

(E) to medical or other humanitarian items. 
(d) TERMINATION OF SANCTION.-The sanction 

imposed pursuant to this section shall apply for 
a period of at least 12 months following the im
position of the sanction and shall cease to apply 
thereafter only if the President determines and 
certifies to the Congress that-

(1) reliable information indicates that the for
eign person with respect to which the deter
mination was made under subsection (a)(1) has 
ceased to aid or abet any individual, group, or 
non-nuclear-weapon state in its efforts to ac
quire unsafeguarded special nuclear material or 
any nuclear explosive device, as described in 
that subsection; and 

(2) the President has received reliable assur
ances from the foreign person that such person 
will not, in the future, aid or abet any individ
ual, group, or non-nuclear-weapon state in its 
efforts to acquire unsafeguarded special nuclear 
material or any nuclear explosive device, as de
scribed in subsection (a)(l). 

(e) WAIVER.-
(]) CRITERION FOR WAIVER.-The President 

may waive the application of any sanction im
posed on any person pursuant to this section, 
after the end of the 12-month period beginning 
on the date on which that sanction was imposed 
on that person, if the President determines and 
certifies to the Congress that the continued im
position of the sanction would have a serious 
adverse effect on vital United States interests. 

(2) NOTIFICATION OF AND REPORT TO CON
GRESS.-]/ the President decides to exercise the 
waiver authority provided in paragraph (1), the 
President shall so notify the Congress not less 
than 20 days before the waiver takes effect. 
Such notification shall include a report fully ar
ticulating the rationale and circumstances 
which led the President to exercise the waiver 
authority. 
SEC. 413. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this chapter-
(]) the term "foreign person" means-
( A) an individual who is not a citizen of the 

United States or an alien admitted for perma
nent residence to the United States; or 

(B) a corporation, partnership, or other non
government entity which is created or organized 
under the laws of a foreign country or which 
has its principal place of business outside the 
United States; 

(2) the term "goods or technology" means nu
clear materials and equipment and sensitive nu
clear technology (as defined in section 4 of the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978), all ex
port items designated by the President pursuant 

to section 309(c) of such Act, and all technical 
assistance requiring authorization under section 
57b. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954; 

(3) the term "IAEA safeguards" means the 
safeguards set forth in an agreement between a 
country and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, as authorized by Article Ill(A)(5) of the 
Statute of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency; 

(4) the term "nuclear explosive device" means 
any device that is designed to produce an in
stantaneous release of an amount of nuclear en
ergy from special nuclear material that is great
er than the amount of energy that would be re
leased from the detonation of one pound of tri
nitrotoluene (TNT); 

(5) the term "non-nuclear-weapon state" 
means any country which is not a nuclear
weapon state, as defined by Article IX (3) of the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, signed at Washington, London, and 
Moscow on July 1, 1968; 

(6) the term "special nuclear material" has 
the meaning given to that term by section llaa. 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 
2014aa); and 

(7) the term ''unsafeguarded special nuclear 
material" means special nuclear material which 
is held in violation of IAEA safeguards or not 
subject to IAEA safeguards (excluding any 
quantity of material that could, if it were ex
ported from the United States, be exported 
under a general license issued by the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission). 
Subtitle B-Foreign Subsidies and Counter
vailing and Antidumping Duty Amendments 

SEC. 421. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW OF DETER
MINATIONS. 

Section 751 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1675) is amended by inserting at the end of sub
section (a)(1) the following: "The review must 
be completed by the 270th day after the day on 
which the request for the review was received by 
the administering authority.''. 
SEC. 422. MATERIAL INJURY. 

(a) LONG LEAD TIME FACTOR.-The last sen
tence of section 771(7)(C)(iii) of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677(7)(C)(iii)) is amended by in
serting ", including contracts with long lead 
time," after "competition". 

(b) DETERMINATION OF THREAT OF ]NJURY.
Section 771(7)(C) of such Act is amended-

(1) by redesignating clauses (iii), (iv), and (v) 
as clauses (iv), (v), and (vi), respectively, and 

(2) by inserting after clause (ii) the following 
new clause: 

"(iii) STANDARD FOR DETERMINATION.-The 
presence or absence of any factor which the 
Commission is required to evaluate under this 
subparagraph shall not necessarily give decisive 
guidance with respect to the determination by 
the Commission of the threat of material in
jury.". 
SEC. 423. DUAL PRICING OF INPUTS. 

Section 773(a)(4) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1677b(a)(4)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new sentence: "No allowance 
shall be made to account for differences in input 
costs that are based on whether the end product 
made from the input is sold in the home market 
or exported. ". 
SEC. 424. REPORT, AND ACCESS TO DATA, RE

GARDING COUNTERVAIUNG AND 
ANTIDUMPING DUTY COUECTIONS. 

Section 777(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1677f(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

"(5) REPORT, AND ACCESS TO DATA, REGARDING 
COLLECTIONS.-

"( A) ANNUAL REPORT ON COLLECT/ONS.-Not 
later than 60 days after the close of each cal
endar year, the United States Custom Service 
shall prepare and transmit to the administering 

authority a report setting forth the amount of 
duties collected during that calendar year under 
each countervailing duty order 'lnd antidump
ing duty order. 

"(B) ACCESS TO COLLECTION DATA.-Upon re
ceipt of an application from an interested party 
that initiated a petition that resulted in a coun
tervailing duty order or antidumping duty 
order, the administering authority shall make 
available the data regarding the payment of du
ties under the order. Subsection (c) applies to 
the disclosure of any such data that is propri
etary information.". 
SEC. 425. PREVENTION OF CIRCUMVENTION OR 

DIVERSION OF ANTIDUMPING AND 
COUNTERV AIUNG DUTY ORDERS. 

(a) MERCHANDISE COMPLETED OR ASSEMBLED 
IN THE UNITED STATES.-Section 781(a) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677j(a)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(a) MERCHANDISE COMPLETED OR ASSEMBLED 
IN THE UNITED STATES.-

"(]) IN GENERAL.- In determining whether 
imported parts or components are circumventing 
an antidumping or countervailing duty order or 
finding and whether to include such parts or 
components in that order or finding, the admin
istering authority shall consider-

''( A) the pattern of trade, 
"(B) the value and sources of supply of parts 

or components historically used in completion or 
assembly of the merchandise subject to an anti
dumping or countervailing duty order, 

"(C) whether the manufacturer or exporter of 
the parts or components is related to the person 
who assembles or completes the merchandise 
sold in the United States from the parts or com
ponents produced in the foreign country with 
respect to which the order or finding described 
in paragraph (2) applies, and 

"(D) whether imports into the United States 
of the parts or components produced in such 
foreign country have increased after the issu
ance of such order or finding. 

"(2) MERCHANDISE THAT MAY BE INCLUDED IN 
ORDER OR FINDING.-If-

"(A) merchandise sold in the United States is 
of the same class or kind as any other merchan
dise that is the subject of-

"(i) an antidumping duty order issued under 
section 736, 

"(ii) a finding issued under the Antidumping 
Act, 1921, or 

''(iii) a countervailing duty order issued under 
section 706 or 303, 

"(B)(i) such merchandise sold in the United 
States is completed or assembled in the United 
States from parts or components supplied by the 
exporter or producer with respect to which such 
order or finding applies, from suppliers that 
have historically supplied the parts or compo
nents to that exporter or producer, or from any 
party in the exporting country supplying parts 
or components on behalf of such an exporter or 
producer, and 

''(ii) the value of the imported parts and com
ponents referred to in clause (i), whether con
sidered individually or collectively, is significant 
in relation to the total value of all parts and 
components used in the assembly or completion 
operation, excluding packing, of the imported 
merchandise covered by the order or finding, or 

"(C) consideration of the factors set forth in 
paragraph (1) otherwise establishes a pattern of 
circumvention with the effect of evading an 
antidumping or countervailing duty order or 
finding, 
the administering authority, after taking into 
account any advice provided by the Commission 
under subsection (e), may include within the 
scope of such order or finding the imported 
parts or components referred to in subparagraph 
(B) that are used in the completion or assembly 
of the merchandise in the United States at any 
time such order or finding is in effect.". 
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(b) MERCHANDISE COMPLETED OR ASSEMBLED 

IN OTHER FOREIGN COUNTRIES.-Section 781(b) 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677j(b)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(b) MERCHANDISE COMPLETED OR ASSEMBLED 
IN OTHER FOREIGN COUNTRIES.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-ln determining whether 
merchandise completed or assembled in a foreign 
country is circumventing an antidumping or 
countervailing duty order or finding and wheth
er to include such merchandise in that order or 
finding, the administering authority shall con
sider-

"( A) the pattern of trade, 
"(B) the value and sources of supply of parts 

or components historically used in completion or 
assembly of the merchandise subject to an anti
dumping or countervailing duty order, 

"(C) whether the manufacturer or exporter of 
the merchandise described in paragraph (2)(B) 
is related to the person who uses the merchan
dise described in paragraph (2)(B) to assemble or 
complete in the foreign country the merchandise 
that is subsequently imported into the United 
States, and 

"(D) whether imports into the foreign country 
of the merchandise described in paragraph 
(2)(B) have increased after the issuance of such 
order or finding. 

"(2) MERCHANDISE THAT MAY BE INCLUDED IN 
ORDER OR FINDING.-lf-

' '(A) merchandise imported into the United 
States is either of the same class or kind or in
corporates an essential component that is of the 
same class or kind as merchandise produced in 
a foreign country that is the subject of-

, '(i) an antidumping duty order issued under 
section 736, 

"(ii) a finding issued under the Antidumping 
Act, 1921, or 

"(iii) a countervailing duty order issued under 
section 706 or section 303; and 

"(B)(i)(l) before importation into the United 
States, such imported merchandise is completed 
or assembled in another foreign country from 
merchandise which is subject to such order or 
finding, is produced in the foreign country with 
respect to which such order or finding applies, 
or is supplied by the exporter or producer with 
respect to which such order or finding applies, 
or by suppliers that have historically supplied 
the parts or components to that exporter or pro
ducer, and 

"(II) the merchandise referred to in subclause 
(1) which is used in the assembly or completion 
of the imported merchandise has a value that is 
significant in relation to the total value of all 
parts or components used in the assembly or 
completion operation, excluding packing, or 

''(ii) consideration of the factors set forth in 
paragraph (1) otherwise establishes a pattern of 
circumvention with the effect of evading a coun
tervailing or antidumping duty order or finding, 
and 

"(C) the administering authority determines 
that action is appropriate under this paragraph 
to prevent evasion of such order or finding, 
the administering authority, after taking into 
account any advice provided by the Commission 
under subsection (e), may include such imported 
merchandise within the scope of such order or 
finding at any time such order or finding is in 
effect.". 

(c) CONSTRUCTION PROVIS/ON.-Section 781 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677j) is amend
ed by adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(f) CONSTRUCTION PROV/SION.-Nothing in 
this title shall be deemed to limit the authority 

· of the administering authority to include provi
sions in any final order issued pursuant to

"(1) an antidumping duty order issued under 
section 736, 

"(2) a finding issued under the Antidumping 
Act, 1921, or 

"(3) a countervailing duty order issued under 
section 706 or section 303, 
the purpose of which is to prevent the evasion 
of any remedy provided for in such finding or 
order or to otherwise safeguard the integrity of 
such finding or order.". 
SEC. 426. STUDY BY THE ADMINISTERING AU· 

THORITIES ON WAYS TO SIMPUFY 
INITIATION OF COUNTERVAIUNG 
AND ANTIDUMPING DUTY ACTIONS. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Com
merce and the International Trade Commission 
shall transmit to the Congress a study, includ
ing recommendations, regarding the modifica
tion of standards applicable to the initiation of 
countervailing and antidumping duty actions in 
order to make petitioning for such initiations 
less costly and more accessible for domestic peti
tioners. In conducting such study, the Secretary 
and the Commission shall give due consideration 
to the obligations of the United States under 
international trade agreements. 
SEC. 427. REPORTS BY UNITED STATES TRADE 

REPRESENTATIVE ON OPERATION 
OF COMMERCIAL AIRCRAFT AGREE· 
MENT. 

(a) GENERAL REQUIREMENT.-The United 
States Trade Representative shall submit to the 
Congress a report on the operation of the Agree
ment Concerning the Application of the GATT 
Agreement on Trade in Civil Aircraft (in this 
section referred to as the "Agreement"), entered 
into between the United States and the Euro
pean Community-

(1) before the expiration of the 60-day period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act; and 

(2) not later than March 31, 1993, and March 
31 of each succeeding year that the Agreement is 
in effect. 

(b) CONTENTS.-Each report required by this 
section shall describe-

(1) the operation of the Agreement, includ
ing-

( A) a full listing of all subsidies or other as
sistance provided to the aerospace industry, di
rectly or indirectly, by the nations of the Euro
pean Community that are parties to the Agree
ment; and 

(B) an analysis of any beneficial effect of the 
Agreement with respect to the United States 
aerospace industry; and 

(2) any subsidies provided by the European 
Space Agency to Arianespace in the field of 
commercial launch services. 
SEC. 428. INTERNATIONAL TRADE AGREEMENTS 

ON ANTIDUMPING. 
It is the sense of the Congress that the Presi

dent should not enter into any international 
trade agreement on antidumping requiring 
changes in United States antidumping laws 
which would reduce the effectiveness of such 
laws as a remedy against injurious dumped im
ports. In this regard, the Congress strongly 
urges the President to review carefully the pro
visions on antidumping contained in the Draft 
Final Act Embodying the Results of the Uru
guay Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations 
proposed by the Director-General of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade on December 
21, 1991, and to seek those changes in such pro
visions that are necessary to maintain and to 
strengthen the effectiveness of United States 
antidumping laws, including, but not limited to, 
changes in the provisions dealing with cumula
tion of injury and dispute settlement. 
SEC. 429. TRADE DISTORTING SUBSIDIES BY FOR· 

EIGN GOVERNMENTS. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the United 
States Government should not, as a matter of of
ficial policy, condone or legitimize the use by 
foreign governments of trade distorting sub
sidies, including development subsidies, that 

cause material injury to industries in the United 
States. 
SEC. 430. NONMARKET ECONOMY COUNTRY ANTI· 

DUMPING INVESTIGA'l'IONS. 
If. in any antidumping proceeding involving 

merchandise from a nonmarket economy coun
try, the administering authority finds that the 
conditions set forth in paragraph (l)(A) and (B) 
of subsection (c) of section 773 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677b(c)(l)) exist, the admin
istering authority shall determine the foreign 
market value of such merchandise as prescribed 
by such subsection (c) on the basis of the value 
of all factors of production in the appropriate 
country or countries selected pursuant to para
graph (4) of such subsection (c), if such infor
mation is available. To the extent that any final 
determination made since August 23, 1988 (date 
of the enactment of the Omnibus Trade and 
Competitiveness Act of 1988), is contrary to this 
requirement and is under judicial review on the 
effective date of this Act, the administering au
thority shall take appropriate steps to resolve 
such litigation in accordance with the previous 
sentence. 
SEC. 431. MATERIAL INJURY. 

Section 771(7)(C) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1677(7)(C)) (as amended by section 422 of 
this subtitle) is amended by adding at the end of 
clause (iv) the following new sentences: "Where 
actual decline or actual negative effect under 
subclause (1), (Ill), or (IV), as appropriate, is 
sufficient to warrant an affirmative determina
tion, the Commission need not evaluate poten
tial decline or potential negative effect under 
such subclauses. In subclause (1), the term 'po
tential decline' means the decline that can be 
reasonably deduced by comparing actual per
formance to the performance that could have 
been expected but for the economic factors (in
cluding unfairly traded imports) which have a 
bearing on the state of the industry. In sub
clauses (Ill) and (IV), the term 'potential nega
tive effects' means the adverse effects that can 
be reasonably deduced by comparing actual per
formance to the performance that could have 
been expected but for the economic factors (in
cluding unfairly traded imports) which have a 
bearing on the state of the industry.". 
SEC. 432. THREAT OF INJURY STANDARD. 

Section 771 (7)( F)(i) of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1677(7)(F)(i)) is amended-

(1) in subclause (IX), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting a comma; 

(2) in subclause (X), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ",and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
"(XI) the actual and potential decline in 

order backlog of the domestic industry. 
For purposes of this subparagraph, the Commis
sion shall consider monthly or quarterly trend 
information during the 12 months preceding the 
filing of the petition. In considering such infor
mation, the Commission shall not make a nega
tive determination based on postinitiation 
changes in trends where trends to the time of fil
ing would support an affirmative determina
tion.". 
SEC. 433. PRINCIPAL TRADE NEGOTIATING OB· 

JECTIVES OF THE UNITED STATES 
CONCERNING DISPUTE SETI'LEMENT 
MECHANISMS WITH RESPECT TO 
UNITED STATES COUNTERVAIUNG 
DUTY AND ANTIDUMPING ACTIONS. 

Section 1101(b)(l) of the Omnibus Trade and 
Competitiveness Act of 1988 (19 U.S.C. 2901) is 
amended-

(]) by striking "The principal" and inserting 
"(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), the prin
cipal"; 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 
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"(B) With respect to review of countervailing 

duty and antidumping duty actions taken by a 
signatory to the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade (GATT) under its national laws, the 
dispute settlement mechanisms and procedures 
described in subparagraph (A) shall not allow-

"(i) the review of issues that were not prop
erly presented to the investigating authorities 
for resolution during the administrative pro
ceeding conducted under such laws; 

"(ii) the review of issues before the conclusion 
of the administrative proceeding conducted 
under such laws; 

"(iii) the conducting of an independent de 
novo investigation of the circumstances leading 
to such actions; and 

"(iv) where a signatory to the GATT provides 
tor the administrative or judicial review, by an 
independent body, of tactual issues with respect 
to countervailing duty and antidumping ac
tions, the extension of the review beyond wheth
er the laws and regulations of that signatory, 
and the interpretation of such laws and regula
tions by that signatory, are consistent with the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and _Trade. 
In reaching the principal negotiating objectives 
described in subparagraph (A), all necessary ac
tions shall be taken to promote strong and effec
tive limitations on the scope of and standards 
applicable to any review of countervailing duty 
or antidumping duty actions under the dispute 
settlement mechanisms and procedures described 
in such subparagraph.". 
SEC. 434. CHANGE IN EFFECTIVE DATE FOR CER· 

TAIN ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS. 
Section 1337(c) of the Omnibus Trade and 

Competitiveness Act of 1988 (19 U.S.C. 1671 note) 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(c) INVESTIGATIONS AND REVIEW AFTER EN
ACTMENT.-(1) The amendments made by sec
tions 1324 and 1330 shall only apply with respect 
to-

"(A) investigations initiated after the date ot 
the enactment of this Act, and 

"(B) reviews initiated under section 736(c) or 
751 of the Tariff Act of 1930 with respect to mer
chandise which-

"(i) is the product of any country that is a 
party to a tree trade agreement with the United 
States which entered into force and effect before 
January 1, 1987, and 

"(ii) was the subject of an investigation initi
ated on or after the date of the enactment of the 
United States-Israel Free Trade Agreement Im
plementation Act. 

"(2) In reviews in which the amendments 
made by sections 1324 and 1330 apply only as a 
result of the enactment of paragraph (1), such 
enactment shall be deemed to constitute 
changed circumstances sufficient to warrant re
view with respect to investigations initiated be
fore the date of the enactment of this Act.". 

Subtitle C-Other Tariff Provisions 
SEC. 441. GENERAUZED SYSTEM OF PREF· 

ERENCES. 
(a) TREATMENT OF REPUBLICS FORMERLY 

WITHIN THE SOVIET UNION.-The table in section 
502(b) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 
2462(b)) is amended by striking out "Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics''. 

(b) ELIGIBLE ARTICLES.-Section 503 of the 
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2463) is amended

(1) by amending subsection (c)(l)-
(A) by striking out "and" at the end of sub

paragraph (F), 
(B) by redesignating subparagraph (G) as sub

paragraph (H), and 
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (F) the 

following new subparagraph: 
"(G) any agricultural article the importation 

of which will render ineffective, or materially 
interfere with, a loan or purchase program of, 
or other industry-wide operation of, the Depart
ment of Agriculture, and"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(d)(l) The President shall prescribe proce
dures under which articles may be granted eligi
ble article status, including procedures under 
which interested persons may submit petitions 
requesting that articles be granted such status. 

"(2) If-
''( A) an article is denied eligible article status 

under this title, or 
"(B) a petition requesting such status for the 

article is withdrawn, 
then eligible article status may not be granted to 
the article under this title any sooner than the 
3rd anniversary of the date on which such de
nial or withdrawal occurred.". 
SEC. 442. IMPLEMENTATION OF ANNEX D OF THE 

NAIROBI PROTOCOL. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-U.S. Note 6 of subchapter X 

of chapter 98 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
of the United States is amended as follows: 

(1) Paragraphs (a) and (b) are amended to 
read as follows: 

"(a) For the purposes of subheading 9810.00.60 
and its superior text-

"(i) the term 'scientific' means pertaining to 
the physical or life sciences and, unless other
wise precluded by the terms of this note, to ap
plied sciences, but excluding therapeutic and di
agnostic applications, other specialized applica
tions, skills, knowledge or uses pertaining solely 
to or developed principally tor commerce, busi
ness or professional or vocational training; and 

"(ii) the term 'instruments and apparatus' 
means devices, instruments, machines or similar 
contrivances specially designed for generating 
data useful tor scientific experimentation or re
search or tor collecting information therefrom, 
by means of sensing, analyzing, measuring, 
classifying, recording, separating, or similar op
erations; but the term does not include instru
ments and apparatus principally used in the 
production of merchandise, ordinary equipment 
suitable tor use in building construction or 
maintenance, or equipment or materials of the 
type used in the supporting activities of the ap
plicant institution or its administrative, eating, 
residential, or religious facilities. 

"(b) An institution desiring to enter an article 
under subheading 9810.00.60 shall make an ap
plication therefor to the Secretary of Commerce 
that shall include, in addition to such other in
formation as may be prescribed by regulation-

"(i) a description of the apparatus or instru
ment, 

"(ii) a statement of the purpose for which the 
instrument or apparatus is intended to be used, 

''(iii) the basis tor the institution's belief that 
no instrument or apparatus of equivalent sci
entific value for that purpose is being manufac
tured in the United States, and 

"(iv) a statement that the institution either 
has already placed a bona fide order tor such 
instrument or apparatus or has a firm intention, 
in the event of favorable action on its applica
tion, to place an order therefor on or before the 
final day specified in paragraph (f) of this U.S. 
note. 
If the Secretary considers that the instrument or 
apparatus covered by an application, and the 
purpose intended by the applicant for such in
strument or apparatus, are in accordance with 
this U.S. note and pertinent regulations, the 
Secretary shall regard the instrument or appa
ratus as eligible tor further consideration under 
this U.S. note and shall promptly forward a 
copy of the application to the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. If, at any time 
while its application is under consideration by 
the Secretary of Commerce or on appeal from a 
finding by the Secretary before the United 
States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, 
an institution cancels an order for the instru
ment or apparatus covered by its application, or 

if it no longer has a firm intention to order such 
instrument or apparatus, it shall promptly so 
notify the Secretary or the Court, as the case 
may be.". 

(2) Paragraph (f) is repealed. 
(3) Paragraphs (c) through (e) are redesig

nated as paragraphs (e) through (g), respec
tively, and the following new paragraphs are 
inserted after paragraph (b): 

"(c) Notwithstanding U.S. note 1 to this sub
chapter, an instrument or apparatus found oth
erwise eligible tor duty-free entry under this 
U.S. note shall not be disqualified on the basis 
of commercial use i!-

"(i) such use comprises shared instrumenta
tion, funding, or research under joint venture, 
consortium or other cooperative arrangement be
tween a qualifying institution and one or more 
private participants provided that the qualify
ing institution retains title and control of the 
instrument or apparatus and retains control 
over publication or research results. An agree
ment to delay publication tor a reasonable pe
riod to allow tor timely filing of patent applica
tions shall not be deemed relinquishment of con
trol over publication, or 

"(ii) a qualifying institution patents or other
wise commercializes its research results. 

"(d) The applicant institution shall have the 
burden of proving the eligibility of an instru
ment or apparatus under this U.S. note, includ
ing the burden of proving that no instrument or 
apparatus of equivalent scientific value tor that 
purpose is being manufactured in the United 
States.". 

(4) Paragraph (e) (as redesignated by para
graph (3) of this subsection) is further amend
ed-

( A) by striking out "Upon receipt of the appli
cation, the Secretary of Commerce" and insert
ing "If the Secretary of Commerce considers 
that an application made under paragraph (b) 
meets all the requirements of that paragraph, 
the Secretary"; 

(B) by amending the penultimate sentence to 
read as follows: "Each finding by the Secretary 
of Commerce under this paragraph shall be 
promptly certified to the Secretary of the Treas
ury and reported to the applicant institution."; 
and 

(C) by striking out "of the Treasury" in the 
last sentence. 

(5) The following new paragraph (h) is in
serted at the end: 

''(h) The Secretary of Commerce may prescribe 
regulations to carry out the functions under this 
U.S. note.". 

(b) RELATED AMENDMENTS.-Subchapter X of 
chapter 98 of such Schedule is further amend
ed-

(1) by striking "this U.S. note" in U.S. Note 1 
thereto and inserting "this U.S. note and U.S. 
note 6 to this subchapter"; 

(2) by amending the superior text to subhead
ings 9810.00.60 through 9810.00.67 to read as fol
lows: "Articles entered tor the use of any non
profit institution established tor educational or 
scientific purposes or tor the use of any govern
mental entity:"; and 

(3) by amending the article description of sub
heading 9810.00.60 to read as follows: "Scientific 
instruments and apparatus, if no instrument or 
apparatus ot equivalent scientific value for the 
purposes tor which the instrument or apparatus 
is intended to be used is being manufactured in 
the United States, certified by the Secretary of 
Commerce under the terms of U.S. note 6 to this 
subchapter". 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made 
by subsections (a) and (b) shall apply with re
spect to any article that is-

(1) certified by the Secretary of Commerce on 
the basis of an application filed under U.S. Note 
6 to subchapter X of chapter 98 of such Sched-
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ule, on or after the 60th day after the date of 
enactment of this Act, and 

(2) entered, or withdrawn from warehouse tor 
consumption, on or after such 60th day. 
SEC. 443. MISCELLANEOUS TARIFF PROVISIONS. 

(a) REFERENCE.-Whenever in this section an 
amendment is expressed in terms of an amend
ment to a chapter, subchapter , additional U.S. 
note, heading, subheading, or other provision , 
the reference shall be considered to be made to 

a chapter, subchapter, additional U.S. note, 
heading, subheading, or other provision of the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States. 

(b) CERTAIN MOTOR FUEL AND MOTOR FUEL 
BLENDING STOCK.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 27 is amended-
( A) in additional U.S. Note 3, by striking 

"subheading 2710.00.15," and inserting " sub
heading 2707.50.10 or 2710.00.15, "; 

(B) in additional U.S. Note 4, by striking 
"subheading 2710.00.18," and inserting "sub
heading 2707.50.20 or 2710.00.18, "; and 

(C) by inserting after subheading 2707.50.00 
the following, with the article description [or 
subheading 2707.50.10 having the same indenta
tion as the article description [or subheading 
2707.91.00: 

2707.50.10 Motor fuel ........ .............. ....... ....... .......................... .. ... .... ................ .. 52.5¢/bbl $1.05/bbl 

2707.50.20 Motor fuel blending stock .................................................................. 52.5¢/bbl 

Free (JL) 
10.5¢/bbl 
(CA) 
Free (IL) 
10.5¢/bbl 

$1 .05/bbl 

(CA) 

(2) STAGED RATE REDUCTIONS.- Any staged rate reduction of a special rate of duty set forth in subheading 2707.50.00 that was proclaimed by the 
President before the date of enactment of this Act and that takes effect after the date of enactment of this Act shall apply to the corresponding special 
rates of duty in subheadings 2707.50.10 and 2707.50.20 (as added by paragraph (l)(C)). 

(C) LINEAR ALKYLBENZENESULFONATES AND LINEAR ALKYLBENZENESULFONIC ACIDS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 34 is amended by striking subheading 3402.11.10 and inserting in numerical sequence the following new superior text and 

subheadings, with such new superior text having the same degree of indentation as the article description in subheading 3402.11.50: 

Aromatic or modified aromatic: 
3402.11.15 Linear alkyl-benzene- sul[onates and linear alkylbenzenesulfonic acids ..... 3.7¢1 

kg+15.9% 
Free (E,IL) 
1.4% (CA) 
Free 

15.4¢1 
kg+ 53% 
15.4¢1 
kg+53.5% 

3402.11.30 Other............................................................................. ... . 7.2% 
(A,E,IL) 
1.4% (CA) 

(2) STAGED RATE REDUCTIONS.-Any staged rate reduction of a special rate of duty set forth in subheading 3402.11.10 that was proclaimed by the 
President before the date of enactment of this Act and that takes effect after the date of enactment of this Act shall apply to the corresponding special 
rates of duty in subheadings 3402.11.15 and 3402.11.30 (as added by paragraph (1)). 

(d) IRON AND STEEL PIPES AND TUBES.-
(1) NONALLOY IRON AND STEEL PIPES AND TUBES.-
( A) The superior text [or subheadings 7306.30.30 and 7306.30.50 is amended to read as follows: "Having a wall thickness of 1.65 mm or more, not 

galvanized:". 
(B) Subheadings 7306.30.30 and 7306.30.50 are redesignated as subheadings 7306.30.35 and 7306.30.55, respectively. 
(C) Subheadings 7306.10.10, 7306.20.60, 7306.30.55 (as redesignated by subparagraph (B)), and 7306.90.10 are each amended
(i) by striking "1.9%" in column 1 General and inserting "4.9% "; and 
(ii) by striking "5.5%" in column 2 and inserting "20% ". 
(D) Subheadings 7306.20.20 and 7306.60.10 are each amended-
(i) by striking "0.5%" in column 1 General and inserting "4.9% "; and 
(ii) by striking "1%" in column 2 and inserting "20% ". 
(E) Chapter 73 is amended by inserting in numerical order the following new subheading having the same degree of indentation as the superior 

text for subheadings 7306.30.35 and 7306.30.55 (as redesignated by subparagraph (B): 

Having a wall thickness of 1.65mm or more, galvanized ..... ................ 16.5% I Free (C, E, 
IL) 1.1% 
(CA) 

.. 

1

,306.30.60 I 121.5% 

(2) ALLOY IRON AND STEEL PIPES AND TUBES.
Subheadings 7306.50.50 and 7306.90.50 are each 
amended-

( A) by striking "4.9%" in column 1 General 
and inserting "9.5% "; and 

(B) by striking "10%" in column 2 and insert
ing "28% ". 

(3) STAINLESS STEEL PIPES AND TUBES.-
( A) Subheading 7306.40.10 is amended by strik

ing "7.6%" in column 1 General and inserting 
"10.1% ". 

(B) Subheading 7306.40.50 is amended-
(i) by striking "5% " in column 1 General and 

inserting "10.1% ";and 
(ii) by striking "11%" in column 2 and insert

ing "29% ". 
(4) NEGOTIATING AUTHORITY.-In the event 

that a claim [or compensation under any provi
sion of the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade or any other trade agreement to which 
the United States is a party is made by any 
Contracting Party to that agreement as a result 
of the amendments made by this subsection, the 
United States Trade Representative is author
ized to negotiate such reasonable compensation 
as may be appropriate. 

(5) APPLICABILITY OF STAGED RATE REDUC
TIONS UNDER THE UNITED STATES-CANADA FREE
TRADE AGREEMENT.-

(A) Any staged reduction under the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement of special 
rates of duty [or Canada set forth in subheading 
7306.30.30 applies to the corresponding special 
rate of duty set forth in subheading 7306.30.35. 

(B) Any staged reduction under the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement of special 
rates of duty for Canada set forth in subheading 
7306.30.50 applies to the corresponding special 
rate of duty set forth in subheading 7306.30.55. 

(C) Any staged reduction under the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement of special 
rates of duty for Canada set forth in subheading 
7306.30.55 (as redesignated by paragraph (l)(B)) 
also applies to the corresponding special rate of 
duty set forth in subheading 7306.30.60. 

(6) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Except as provided in 
paragraph (7), the amendments made by para
graphs (1), (2), and (3) shall apply with respect 
to goods entered, or withdrawn from warehouse 
for consumption, beginning on July 1, 1993. 

(7) W AIVER.-In the event that-
( A) negotiations on market access and tariffs 

in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
provide for a tariff rate elimination schedule on 
steel products that will remove the tariff rate in
version on certain pipe and tube products; and 

(B) the President or the United States Trade 
Representative certifies in writing to the Com-

mittee on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Finance of 
the Senate that such schedule will eliminate 
such tari!!inversion, 
the provisions of this subsection shall not take 
effect. 

(e) WAGE CERTIFICATES ISSUED TO CERTAIN 
PRODUCERS OF WATCHES AND WATCH MOVE
MENTS.-

(1) IN GENERAL-Additional United States 
Note 5(h) to chapter 91 is amended by adding at 
the end of subparagraph (v) the following new 
sentence: "At the election of the certificate 
holder, the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay 
to the holder the face value of the certificate 
less the value of-

''( A) any duty refund claimed by the holder 
under the certificate; and 

"(B) any duty refund under the certificate 
that is sold by the holder under subparagraph 
(vi).". 

(2) APPL/CABILITY.-The amendment made by 
paragraph (1) applies with respect to wage cer
tificates issued under paragraph (h) of such ad
ditional United States note 5 or headnote 6(h) to 
subpart E of part 2 of schedule 7 of the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States (19 U.S.C. 1202) 
that are in effect on or after the date of the en
actment of this Act. 
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(f) INCREASE IN DUTY-FREE TOURIST ALLOW

ANCES.-
(1) DUTY-FREE ALLOWANCE FOR RETURNING 

RESIDENTS.-U.S. Note 4 of subchapter IV of 
chapter 98 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of 
the United States is amended by inserting " and 
Bermuda" before the period. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.- The amendment made 
by paragraph (1) shall apply with respect to 
residents of the United States who arrive in the 
United States on or after the 15th day after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(g) CERTAIN SWEATERS ASSEMBLED IN GUAM.
(1) IN GENERAL.-Heading 9902.61.00 of the 

Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States is amended-

( A) by striking "Sweaters that-" and insert
ing "Sweaters-"; 

(B) in clause (i) , by inserting "that " before 
"do not"; 

(C) in clause (ii)-
(i) by inserting "that" before "are assem

bled " ; 
(ii) by striking ", exclusively" and all that 

follows through " aliens,"; and 
(iii) by striking the semicolon and inserting a 

comma; and 
(D) by inserting after clause (ii) the following: 

" (iii) for which the number of United States citi
zens, nationals, or resident aliens who perform 
the assembly operation comprises at least 50 per
cent of the total number of assembly production 
workers; and". 

(2) CONDITIONS.-Subchapter II of chapter 99 
is amended-

( A) by redesignating U.S. Notes 8, 9, 10, 11, 
and 12 as U.S. Notes 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13, respec
tively; and 

(B) by inserting after U.S. Note 7 the follow
ing new note: 

"8. Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, subheading 9902.61.00: 

"(a) shall only apply to Guam; and 
"(b) shall not apply in the case of any sweat

ers assembled by workers paid less than the 
United States minimum wage.". 

(h) PROCESSING OF CERTAIN REFUNDS BY CUS
TOMS.-Notwithstanding section 514 of the Tar
iff Act of 1930, or any other provision of law, 
upon proper request filed with the customs offi
cer concerned within 180 days after the date at 
the enactment of this Act, the entry of any 
stuffed dolls with or without clothing classified 
in item 737.23, renumbered item 737.18 effective 
June 1, 1988, and item 912.30 of the Tariff Sched
ules of the United States (19 U.S.C. 1202) which 
was made on or after December 31 , 1985, and be
tore October 1, 1988, shall be liquidated as 
though such entry had been made on October 1, 
1988. 

(i) REISSUANCE OF PRODUCTION INCENTIVE 
CERTIFICATE.-The production incentive certifi
cate numbered PIC-EV--89, issued jointly by the 
Secretary of Commerce and the Secretary of the 
Interior, as provided in subdivision (h)(i)(B) of 
Additional U.S. Note 5 to chapter 91 of the Har
monized Tariff Schedule of the United States 
shall be deemed to have been reissued on the 
15th day after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, in the amount of its balance remaining on 
February 28, 1990, and shall expire 1 year after 
such 15th day. 

(j) EXEMPTION OF SEMICONDUCTORS FROM 
COUNTRY OF ORIGIN MARKING REQUIREMENTS.
Section 304 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1304) is amended-

(1) by striking " Except as hereinafter pro
v ided," at the beginning of subsection (a) and 
inserting "Except as otherwise provided in this 
section "· 

(2) by 'redesignating subsections (f), (g), and 
(h) as subsections (g), (h) , and (i) , respectively; 
and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (e) the follow
ing new subsection: 

" (f) EXEMPTION FROM MARKING FOR SEMI
CONDUCTORS.-Articles provided tor in headings 
8541 and 8542 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
of the United States and their containers are ex
empt from the marking requirements of sub
section (a). " . 

(k) RENEWAL OF EXISTING CUSTOMS EXEMP
TION APPLICABLE TO BICYCLE PARTS IN FOREIGN 
TRADE ZONES.-

(]) IN GENERAL.-Section 3(b) of the Act of 
June 18, 1934, commonly known as the Foreign 
Trade Zones Act (19 U.S.C. 81c(b)), is amended 
by striking "on or before December 31, 1992" 
and inserting " on or before December 31, 1994". 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment made 
by paragraph (1) shall take effect on January 1, 
1993. 

(l) CUSTOMS TREATMENT OF CERTAIN FAB
RIC.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Any fabric wholly of poly
amide covered by an entry listed in paragraph 
(3) shall be treated as having been exported from 
the United States in accordance with the tem
porary importation bond applicable to that 
entry and all obligations of The Umbrellas: 
Joint Project tor Japan and U.S.A. Corporation, 
a California corporation, (referred to in this 
subsection as the "importer of record") under 
such bond with respect to the fabric shall be 
treated as having been satisfied, if-

( A) before the first anniversary of the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the importer of record 
donates the fabric to an organization (referred 
to in this subsection as the " donee organiza
tion " ) within the meaning of section 501 ( c)(3) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 that is ex
empt from taxation under subtitle A oj such 
Code of 1986; and 

(B) before donation under paragraph (1), the 
donee organization enters into an agreement 
with the Secretary of the Treasury that meets 
the requirements in paragraph (2) . 

(2) AGREEMENT REQUIREMENTS.-Any agree
ment entered into under paragraph (l)(B) shall 
be subject to such terms and conditions as the 
Secretary of the Treasury considers necessary or 
appropriate to carry out the purposes of this 
subsection, including, but not limited to, the fol
lowing: 

(A) With respect to any of the fabric donated 
under paragraph (l)(A), the donee organization 
shall be liable for-

(i) the duty that would have been assessed on 
the fabric at the time of entry but tor the duty
free temporary importation under bond, and 

(ii) a penalty in the amount of the duty re
ferred to in clause (i), 
if the donee organization, at any time before the 
tenth anniversary of the date of donation-

( I) sells the fabric, or 
(II) uses, or permits the use of, the fabric in 

the production of any article that is sold, or 
otherwise entered, into commerce. 

(B) The donee corporation may, at any time 
within the 10-year period referred to in subpara
graph (A) and under Customs supervision, de
stroy the fabric or export the fabric from the 
United States. 

9902.98.04 Personal effects of participants in, officials of, and other individ
uals associated with the XXVI Summer Olympiad or the Cultural 
Olympiad associated with the XXVI Summer Olympiad; and other 
articles associated with the XXV I Summer Olympiad or the Cul
tural Olympiad: 

(3) AFFECTED ENTRIES.-The entries referred 
to in paragraph (1) , made at the port of San 
Diego, California, are as follows: 

Entry No . 
11-44451- 5 ... ......... ....... .... . 

11-44719--8 ....... ··· ··· ···· ···· ··· 
11-44964-6 ·· ··· ····· ·· ··· ··· ··· ··· 
11-44836- 2 ... .... ... ... ... .. .. ... . 

11-17258-3 ··· ······ ··· ·· ·· · ...... . 
11-17274-9 .. ...... ......... .. .. .. . 

11-18025-2 ·· ··· ·· ··· ·· ···· ··· ····· 
11-10889-6 .. ............ .. ... .... . 
11-18135--8 ................ . ...... . 
11-18155-2 .. .... ... .. ..... ..... .. . 

11-10100-2 ··· ··· ······ ·· ···· ··· ··· 
11- 18221--8 .. ... .... .... ...... .... . 
11-18237-3 ... .... .... ...... .... .. . 

11-18279-7 ··········· ··· ·· ···· ·· ·· 
11- 18333--8 ... ...... .. ..... ....... . 

11-18366--8 ··· ····················· 
11-10684-9 .. .. .................. . . 

Date of Entry 
9/16/90 

10128/90 
11!09/90 
11/09/90 
12113190 
12127/90 
1114/91 
1110191 
2128/91 
3!07/91 
3116/91 
3/23191 
3!28/91 
4111/91 
4118/91 
5/02/91 
6121/91 

(4) DENIAL OF CHARITABLE DEDUCTION.-No 
deduction shall be allowed under section 170 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 tor any dona
tion referred to in paragraph (I)( A). 

(m) REEXPORTATION OF COMMUNICATIONS SAT
ELLITE ARTICLES.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-( A) The first sentence of U.S. 
Note 1(a) to subchapter XIII of chapter 98 of the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States is amended-

(i) by striking "and (2)" and inserting "(2)"; 
and 

(ii) by striking the period at the end and in
serting the following: ", and (3) for articles im
ported under heading 9813.00.05, the time for ex
portation may be extended tor 1 or more further 
periods which, when added to the initial I year, 
shall not exceed a total of 5 years, but any ap
plication tor an extension beyond the 3rd year 
must be accompanied by the importer's certifi
cation that the articles are dedicated for incor
poration into a communications satellite.". 

(B) The amendments made by subparagraph 
(A) apply with respect to goods entered on or 
after the date that is 3 years before the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(2) EXPEDITED MITIGATION OF PENALTY ASSESS
MENTS ON REEXPORTATIONS DELAYED BY LAUNCH 
SYSTEM FAILURES.-Goods imported under head
ing 9813.00.05 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
of the United States after January 1, 1983, and 
before the effective date established under para
graph (l)(B) that are certified by the importer-

( A) as having been dedicated tor incorpora
tion into a communications satellite; and 

(B) as not having been exported within the 
time required tor exportation under the applica
ble bond directly or indirectly as a result of 
launch schedule delays resulting from any 
launch failure, launch system failure, or tech
nical delay ; 

are subject to liquidated damages not exceeding 
1 percent of the liquidated damages established 
in the applicable bond. 

(n) DUTY-FREE ENTRIES FOR PARTICIPANTS 
AND OTHERS ASSOCIATED WITH THE XXVI SUM
MER OLYMP/AD.-

Subchapter II of chapter 99 is amended by in
serting in numerical sequence the following new 
heading: 
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(1) Personal effects of participants in, officials of, or accred

ited members of delegations to the XXVI Summer Olympiad or 
the Cultural Olympiad associated with the XXV I Summer Olym
piad, or of individuals who are members of the immediate fami
lies or servants of any of the foregoing persons. 

(2) Any article tor which entry is sought by participants in, 
officials of, or accredited members of delegations to the XXV I 
Summer Olympiad and which is to be used or consumed at or in 
connection with the Olympiad. 

(3) Any article tor which entry is sought by participants in , 
officials of, or accredited members of delegations to the Cultural 
Olympiad associated with the XXV I Summer Olympiad and 
which is to be used at or in connection with the Cultural Olym
piad. 

(4) Subject to regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury , any other article tor which entry is sought for use at 
or in connection with the XXVI Summer Olympiad ............ ...... . Free 

SEC. 444. COST ESTIMATE. 
The applicable cost estimate of this Act tor all 

purposes of sections 252 and 253 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985 shall be as follows: 

Fiscal year 

Changes in outlays 
Changes in receipts 

1992 1993 1994 1995 

Not applicable 
0 21 21 21 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to 
said substitute shall be in order except 
the amendments printed in House Re
port 102-652. Said amendments shall be 
considered en bloc, shall be considered 
as read, shall not be subject to amend
ment, and shall not be subject to a de
mand for a division of the question. De
bate time specified for the amendments 
en bloc shall be equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent of the 
amendment and a Member opposed 
thereto. 

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR. 
GEPHARDT 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer amendments en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendments en bloc. 

The text of the amendments en bloc 
are as follows: 

Amendments en bloc offered by Mr. GEP
HARDT: Page 20, lines 4 and 5, strike out "a 
trade agreement" and insert "as promptly as 
practicable a comprehensive trade agree
ment affecting the automotive sector (or, if 
appropriate in order to achieve each of the 
objectives listed below, two or more trade 
agreements)''. 

Page 20, line 25, strike out "and". 
Page 21, strike out lines 8 through 24, in

clusive, and insert the following: 
Japanese sources in the Japanese market; 

and 
(5) offsets any detrimental impact of the 

European Community-Japan Automobile 
Agreement on the United States motor vehi
cle industry by addressing, to the greatest 
extent practicable, the problem of excess 
Japanese motor vehicle manufacturing ca
pacity and committing the Government of 
Japan to effect annually a voluntary limita
tion of no more than 1.65 million units 
(which is the voluntary limitation for that 
Government's fiscal year ending March 31, 
1993) on the export of Japanese motor vehi
cles to the United States for so long as limi
tations are in effect under the European 
Community-Japan Automobile Agreement 
regarding Japanese motor vehicle exports to, 
and sales within, the European Community. 

(c) REPORTS.-
(1) STATUS OF NEGOTIATIONS REPORTS.-The 

United States Trade Representative shall 
submit to the Congress written reports that 
describe the progress of the negotiations 
under subsection (b). The first such report 
shall be submitted on or before the 90th day 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and reports shall be submitted thereafter on 
a 90-day basis for so long as such negotia
tions are engaged in. The United States 
Trade Representative shall include in such 
reports any recommendation for action that 
the Trade Representative considers appro
priate to promote the international competi
tive position of United States manufactur
ers. 

(2 ) MARKET ACCESS REPORT.-The President 
shall direct the appropriate agency in the ex
ecutive branch to evaluate the extent to 
which motor vehicle parts produced by Unit
ed States manufacturers are-

CA) achieving market access in Japan; and 
(B) being utilized by motor vehicle manu

facturers located in the United States that 
are Japanese owned or controlled (herein
after in this section referred to as "trans
plant vehicle manufacturers"). 
The report required under this paragraph 
shall be submitted to the Congress no later 
than the 180th day after the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

(d) MONITORING SYSTEM.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The President shall direct 

the appropriate agency of the executive 
branch to develop and administer a system 
for monitoring the implementation of the 
commitments in the Action Plan, announced 
by the President of the United States and 
the Prime Minister of Japan in Tokyo in 
January 1992, to achieve fair trade in motor 
vehicles and motor vehicle parts, including 
the commitment in such Plan that trans
plant vehicle manufacturers will increase 
their use of motor vehicle parts produced by 
United States manufacturers so that the 
United States parts content of motor vehi
cles produced by transplant vehicle manufac
turers will be at least 70 percent by the close 
of Japanese fiscal year 1994. 

(2) EXCLUSIVITY.-The monitoring system 
under paragraph (1) shall be developed and 
administered notwithstanding the carrying 
out of any negotiation, or the entering into 
of a trade agreement under subsection (b) 
that might apply to-

(A) the commitments referred to in para
graph (1); or 

(B) the monitoring of the implementation 
of such commitments (unless, in the case of 
a trade agreement so entered into, such 
agreement specifically provides for a mon
itoring system that is at least equivalent to 
the system provided for under this sub
section, including the reporting require
ments under paragraph (4)). 

No change Free 

July 8, 1992 

On or before 
1014196 

(3) SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS.-The mon
itoring system under paragraph (1) shall in
clude procedures for measuring the United 
States parts content of motor vehicles 
(whether by model, line, or class) produced 
by transplant vehicle manufacturers. Such 
procedures shall be based on the methodolo
gies developed to measure the national con
tent of motor vehicles under the United 
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement or, if 
and when implemented, the methodologies 
developed to measure the regional content of 
motor vehicles under an agreement estab
lishing a North American free trade area. 

(4) REPORTS.-The United States agency 
that administers the monitoring system re
quired under this subsection shall submit to 
the United States Trade Representative 
written reports on the results of such mon
itoring, including an evaluation of the 
progress being made, on a facility-by-facility 
basis, by transplant vehicle manufacturers 
in meeting the commitment referred to in 
paragraph (1) regarding increased United 
States content. The first report required 
under this paragraph shall be submitted on 
the 270th day after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, and an additional report submit
ted on June 30 of each calendar year after 
1993 and before 2001. To the extent prac
ticable, each such report shall make evalua
tions regarding United States parts content 
as of March 31 of the year the report is sub
mitted. Such United States agency shall also 
submit a copy of each report prepared under 
this paragraph to the Congress and make 
copies of each such report available to the 
public. 

(e) ENFORCEMENT.-
(1) DETERMINATIONS BASED ON REPORTS.

Within 30 days after receiving any report 
under subsection (d) (or any monitoring re
port provided under a trade agreement re
ferred to in paragraph (2)(B) of that sub
section), the United States Trade Represent
ative shall determine whether each commit
ment that is addressed in the report is being 
implemented. 

(2) TITLE III TREATMENT.-If the United 
States Trade Representative determines 
under paragraph (1) that any commitment 
referred to in subsection (d)(1) is not being 
implemented, such failure to implement 
shall, for purposes of title III of the Trade 
Act of 1974, be considered as an act, practice, 
or policy that is unjustifiable and burdens or 
restricts United States commerce. The Unit
ed States Trade Representative shall imme
diately proceed to determine, in accordance 
with section 3404(a)(l)(B) of such Act, what 
action to take under section 301(a) of such 
Act in response to such act, practice, or pol
icy. In carrying out the preceding sentence, 
the United States Trade Representative shall 
take action under such section 301(a) against 
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the foreign goods or economic sector in
volved in the act, practice, or policy that is 
the subject of such action, but excluding 
goods produced by parent corporations of 
transplant vehicle manufacturers that are in 
compliance with the commitment referred to 
in subsection (d)(1) regarding increased Unit
ed States parts content. 

(f) CONSTRUCTION.-Nothing in this Act 
may be construed to have the effect of-

(1) terminating or limiting to any extent 
the production of motor vehicles by trans
plant vehicle manufacturers; or 

(2) limiting or reducing jobs of United 
States workers at the facilities of such man
ufacturers. 

(g) 5-YEAR EXTENSION OF FAIR TRADE IN 
AUTO PARTS ACT OF 1988.-Section 2125 of the 
Fair Trade in Auto Parts Act of 1988 (15 
U.S.C. 4704) is amended by striking out 
"1993" and inserting "1998". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
GEPHARDT] will be recognized for 30 
minutes, and a Member opposed will be 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Is the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
CRANE] opposed to the amendment? 

Mr. CRANE. Yes, I am opposed to the 
amendment, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. CRANE] will be recog
nized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to begin our debate to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
LEVIN]. a cosponsor of the amend
ments. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, let us forget the slogans. We are 
not interested in bashing the Japanese 
or anybody else. By the way, let no one 
bash America. 

This is not protectionism. This is 
antiprotectionism. Let us forget the 
fears of retaliation. America is really 
tired of acting scared. 

Let us look at the facts. I wrote down 
a few figures, and I would like Members 
to focus on them: 30 percent, 16 per
cent, 3 percent. Let us take those first. 

The 30 percent is the Japanese share 
of the American motor vehicle market; 
16 percent is the ceiling negotiated by 
the European Community and Japan 
for Japanese sales of motor vehicles in 
Europe; 3 percent is the amount of for
eign motor vehicle sales in Japan, the 
second largest market for motor vehi
cles in the world. 

The next set of figures, $10 billion 
plus, $3 billion minus, and $1.5 billion 
minus. In 1990 the Japanese auto com
panies made $10 billion in their domes
tic motor vehicle market. They lost $3 
billion in the U.S. market, and they 
lost $1.5 billion in the European mar
ket. 

What does that mean? What it means 
is that they took the profits from their 
sheltered domestic market where there 
is only 3-percent penetration, and they 
used them taking losses in the United 
States and in Europe to gain market 
share. 

0 1430 
The 6 million figure represents excess 

capacity today in Japan among their 
motor vehicle manufacturers. 

So what does this add up to? There is 
a real problem here, and sticking one's 
head in the sand is not the answer. 

Let me just read what was said by 
the United States-Canada auto panel 
cochaired by a conservative Republican 
free trader, Mr. Peterson: 

The issues raised by trading partners be
tween North America and Japan that have 
developed over the last two decades require 
immediate government attention. Past nego
tiations on these issues have proven unsuc
cessful. A new approach is required to ad
dress what has become a serious problem 
after two decades of procrastination and 
delay * * * Government to government nego
tiations between the U.S. and Japan must 
reach closure on a plan to reduce rapidly the 
existing S43 billion trade deficit (of which 
over 70 percent is automotive related.) 

Part 1 of the Gephardt-Levin amend
ment says to the United States to ne
gotiate that kind of comprehensive 
motor vehicle trade agreement with 
Japan. It does not write into law the 
VRA or anything else. It says negotiate 
it. 

The second part of our amendment 
says that the Japanese should live up 
to the agreement, to the declaration 
that was issued by President Bush and 
the Japanese in Tokyo. That is all it 
says. Live up to it. It places this dec
laration within the texture of section 
301 where the President has full discre
tion as to what response there would be 
if they do not live up to it. 

It does not limit transplant produc
tion, and I want to make this so clear. 

I come from Michigan. I am proud to 
be from Michigan, but the motor vehi
cle industry is a national industry. 
There is not a single auto assembly 
plant in my present district. It is ana
tional, national industry, and you say, 
well, it cannot happen here, that we 
could lose the No. 1 industry. It has 
happened with other industries. It 
could happen here. 

This amendment says to America, 
"Wake up." There is a threat to a 
major industry. That is what it says, 
"Wake up." 

Vote for the Gephardt-Levin amend
ment. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. GIBBONS], the distinguished chair
man of our Subcommittee on Trade. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] asked a very 
good question here a while ago: Why 
can we not sell cars in Japan? The an
swer is very simple. We never tried. 

Years ago I invited the heads of the 
Big Three to come in and testify before 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and I sat for hours with them in my of
fice discussing the problems of the auto 

industry. Two of the Big Three at
tended. Mr. Iacocca elected not to. 

I cannot quote exactly what they 
told me, but the gist of the conversa
tion, as I remember it, was this: "Our 
strategy, Mr. GIBBONS, as you know, is 
to make money. Our strategy as far as 
the Japanese market is concerned is 
that it is not a good market for us. We 
cannot compete in their market. It is 
not a big market. We prefer to make 
money in the Japanese market by in
vesting in Japanese auto producers." 
That was their strategy. Perhaps it has 
changed. I do not know. They have 
never come back to tell me that it has 
changed. 

So we have never tried, as far as I am 
concerned, to sell cars in the Japanese 
market. 

Second, it is obvious that we have 
never tried to sell cars in the Japanese 
market, because I think, as all people 
know here, the Japanese drive and 
have driven all their lives down the 
left-hand side of the road, and I do not 
know of an American manufacturer 
that is producing a car for the Japa
nese market. Perhaps there are one or 
two, but I am not aware of them. 

Yes, we have tried to sell parts there. 
The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
LEVIN] and the gentlewoman from Ohio 
[Ms. KAPTUR] have done a good job. The 
American industry has done a good job 
trying to sell parts in Japan. 

But when you look at Japan and you 
look at America, we are two vastly dif
ferent countries in the way that we or
ganize our industries. The Japanese in
dustries are organized under their law 
according to their law and ours are or
ganized and operating under ours, ac
cording to our laws. 

The Japanese have a lifetime em
ployment. They have long relation
ships with their suppliers. The suppli
ers and the lifetime employees work 
every closely together, and they make 
a very tight-knit organization. 

It is very difficult to penetrate a Jap
anese organization in Japan because of 
that. There are many things that are 
good about the Japanese system. It 
seems to be highly productive. They do 
make a good car. 

Actions have been brought in this 
country to limit the number of cars 
that are sold here, and as you know, 
just 2 weeks ago, the International 
Trade Commission turned down a 
dumping case on the grounds that the 
American industry, the complaining 
industry, could not prove that it had 
been injured by the Japanese imports. 
The International Trade Commission is 
a bipartisan group of professionals that 
looks at the evidence that is presented 
to them before it makes its decision. 
Whether its decision is right or wrong 
I am not here to complain about. 

It made the decision after properly 
hearing the evidence that was pre
sented to it. 

There are many things that we need 
to do. The Japanese revenue system is 
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different than ours. The Japanese 
health care system is different than 
ours. Those are two things I touched on 
in my earlier remarks. 

If we really want to make America 
competitive and do the best we can for 
trade in this country, it is not to adopt 
this amendment, but it is to adopt a 
better health care system than we have 
got here and a better revenue system 
than we currently operate under. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS]. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the President and the 
Japanese cannot have it both ways. Ei
ther the Tokyo accords, reached during 
the President's visit to Japan last Jan
uary are an agreement, or they are not. 

When one of the President's chief 
trade officials, Michael Farren, the 
Under Secretary of Commerce for 
International Trade, testified on April 
8, before the Subcommittee on Com
merce, Consumer Protection, and Com
petitiveness, which I chair, he referred 
to the January accords as an 
"agreement * * * embraced by the 
Government of Japan during the Presi
dent's trip." 

Furthermore, Mr. Farren said the 
most important part of this agreement 
is Japan's commitment to increase to 
70 percent by 1995, the percentage of 
American-made auto parts used in the 
cars Japanese auto manufacturers 
make at their transplant facilities in 
the United States. 

When public reports indicated that 
perhaps the Japanese were not willing 
to stand behind the commitments con
tained in the agreement, the Prime 
Minister of Japan himself, in meetings 
with President Bush, dismissed those 
reports. He said Japan stood fully be
hind the commitments made. 

So if the January accord is an agree
ment with the kind of important com
mitments the administration believes 
it contains, the President ought to 
have adequate authority to ensure that 
it is properly implemented. 

That is primarily what this amend
ment does. Under the Gephardt-Levin 
amendment, the President is required 
to set up a system to monitor Japan's 
compliance with the commitments it 
made, including, especially, the com
mitment to achieve 70 percent United 
States content in the cars Japan pro
duces at its transplant auto facilities 
in the United States by the end of the 
Japanese 1994 fiscal year which is 
March 31, 1995. 

Some have complained that only the 
Japanese would have to comply with 70 
percent. However, let me point out 
that the Big Three U.S. automakers al
ready manufacture vehicles with a U.S. 
content much higher than 70 percent. 

General Motors cars produced here in 
the United States contain 97 percent 
U.S. content. Chrysler's U.S. produc
tion contains 92 percent U.S. content. 
Ford's worldwide production has 89 per
cent U.S. content. 

A determination that Japan has 
failed to implement its commitments 
in the agreement would result in the 
United States Trade Representative 
taking action under section 301 of the 
Trade Act. Section 301 is designed to be 
used when benefits due the United 
States under trade agreements are de
nied. 

The administration is being asked to 
use the same authority if Japan fails to 
fully implement the market access 
commitments it made under the United 
States-Japan Semiconductor Agree
ment. Under that agreement, Japan is 
supposed to take actions that would 
enable United States semiconductor 
manufacturers to achieve at least a 20-
percent market share by the end of this 
year. 

Finally, this amendment authorizes 
the President to negotiate an agree
ment that would offset damage to 
United States automakers from re
strictions the European Community 
has placed on Japanese imports into 
the European market. Unless the Presi
dent negotiates such an agreement, the 
United States market will likely be
come the place where Japan's surplus 
auto production will be dumped at un
fair prices. 

In conclusion, it should be noted that 
this amendment specifically states 
that nothing in this proposal shall be 
construed to limit production of the 
seven Japanese auto transplants oper
ating in our country. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the Gephardt-Levin amend
ment so the President will have the 
means to enforce the agreement he got 
from Japan. 

0 1440 
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER], 
our distinguished ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, the Gephardt-Levin 
amendment is thinly veiled protection
ism for one special interest sector and 
should be opposed. Despite protests of 
good intentions, the amendment places 
an indefinite freeze on automobile im
ports and establishes a statutory pro
cedure that discriminates against 
American workers in transplant firms. 

The so-called voluntary quota man
dated by this bill would be tied to the 
existence of auto restraints--at any 
level-in the European Communities. 
How can such an irrational policy be 
defended? Are the Europeans to set our 
standards for competitiveness? 

Yes, Japan has offered to voluntarily 
restrain auto imports as the EC transi
tions to a unified market. Initial re
straints are substantially higher than 
the number of autos allowed into that 
market in previous years and will ex
pand each year until they disappear al
together in 1998. There is no domestic 
content requirement for parts and com
ponents and there will be no monitor
ing of purchases by transplant firms. 

The proponents of the Gephardt
Levin amendment mischaracterize the 
EC program and use it as an excuse to 
impose protectionist quotas in our 
market. The United States is not are
sidual market for autos that cannot be 
sold in the EC. Japan entered our mar
ket with high-quality cars that con
sumers loved. Japanese auto manufac
turers have huge investments in this 
country and develop their market 
strategies for American buyers. 

Even more nefarious, is the discrimi
nation against workers in transplant 
firms that is a clear element of the 
Gephardt-Levin amendment. It estab
lishes a 70-percent domestic content re
quirement only for transplant firms, 
making such firms less competitive 
and less able to expand U.S. employ
ment. The Big Three would not have to 
have 70-percent domestic content. 

Furthermore, the amendment trans
forms a good-faith agreement on the 
part of Japanese auto manufacturers to 
voluntarily increase their purchases of 
United States auto parts into a unilat
erally enforced trade agreement. It sets 
requirements for compliance on a facil
ity-by-facility basis and imposes man
datory sanctions for violations. The 
goals of the commitment are put in a 
straitjacket that will result in failure 
and retaliation. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment pits 
one American worker against another, 
raises prices for consumers and threat
ens our exports. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
Gephardt-Levin amendment. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. MAZZOLI]. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. GEPHARDT] and the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], and in sup
port of H.R. 5100. 

I think it should be noted that the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri does not limit any im
port cars from Japan. The 1.65 million 
unit limit is the very same limit that 
is accepted voluntarily by Japan under 
the voluntary restraint agreement, and 
which has been agreed to by the Presi
dent at the Tokyo action meetings 
which occurred earlier this year. 

Also, the amendment does not affect 
Japanese transplants so long as they 
produce cars that have 70 percent do
mestic content, and I do not think that 
is an unlikely or unreachable goal for 
them to achieve. 
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In fact, they have accepted that goal 

voluntarily. 
Last, but not least, I think that what 

this amendment does is to improve the 
bill and make it even more, as I said 
earlier today, a trade crowbar or 
sledgehammer to open up locked mar
kets, a bulldozer to level the trade 
playing field. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment and of the bill and urge its 
passage. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to our distinguished colleague 
from the Committee on Ways and 
Means, the gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. CHANDLER]. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the Gephardt 
amendment. 

In pushing for this bill, supporters of 
the Gephardt amendment are rallying 
around the America first rhetoric that 
pleads for isolationism and protection
ist trade policies. 

While the stated purpose of the Gep
hardt amendment is to protect auto in
dustry jobs, the result of this legisla
tion will be lost jobs for thousands of 
American workers in other industries. 

Let us remember, we run a trade sur
plus with European countries. If this 
legislation is passed today, what is 
going to stop the European Community 
from imposing protectionist legislation 
against American companies: Pharma
ceuticals, electronics, heavy equipment 
makers, agricultural products that 
farmers all across this country export 
to Europe, paper, and paper products. 

And if the Europeans retaliate 
against us because of this legislation, 
will the supporters of the Gephardt 
amendment rally again with another 
bill that further erodes our market 
share throughout the world? 

When will the nonsense stop? Will it 
stop when thousands of aerospace 
workers at Boeing lose their jobs? 

Will it stop when American computer 
firms such as Microsoft and Hewlett
Packard close plants and lay off work
ers because of unfair tariffs in foreign 
countries? . 

If the goal of the Gephardt amend
ment is to help American auto work
ers, it's missing the mark. 

I own an American-made car, Mr. 
Chairman. I purchased that car because 
it was the best car on the market at 
the best price. 

Building quality cars and selling 
them at competitive prices are the 
keys to American dominance of the 
automobile markets-not enacting pro
tectionism legislation in Washington, 
DC. 

But, Mr. Chairman, if the goal of the 
Gephardt amendment is to force world
wide trade retaliation tactics, I believe 
that the supporters of this legislation 
will be successful in their quest. 

Passage of this legislation is a slap in 
the face to our foreign competitors-a 
slap that will lead to retaliation, and 
lost American jobs. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is the wrong 
approach. It comes at the worst pos
sible time for our fragile economy, and 
could serve to torpedo our efforts to 
transform the world into a global mar
ketplace. 

This bill would be particularly de
structive at a time when the U.S. econ
omy and job creation are being signifi
cantly supported from strong exports 
growth. 

I want Americans to know the facts: 
Seventy percent of the economic 

growth in America in the last 4 years 
has come from expanding exports. 

One million eight hundred thousand 
new jobs were created in America be
cause of our open trade policies. 

For my home State of Washington, 
this bill is likely to jeopardize an esti
mated 200,000 export-related jobs and 
exports totaling over $28 billion annu
ally in exports. 

Earlier, the distinguished minority 
leader talked about the importance of 
trade with Japan for Caterpillar-one 
of the biggest employers in his district. 

Washington State-based Boeing has a 
similar positive relationship with 
Japan. 

Through 1991, the total value of Japa
nese orders of United States transports 
was $30 billion. Boeing garnered $24.8 
billion of that $30 billion, and expects 
its sales to Japan to increase to $35 bil
lion in the next decade. 

Mr. Chairman, before I close, let me 
just say that the effect of the Gephardt 
amendment is to politicize trade issues 
at a time when the United States needs 
to project a united front in negotia
tions and application of U.S. trade law. 

Next year, Congress will have consid
erable opportunity to review and if 
necessary, adjust United States trade 
laws when it considers the Uruguay 
round and the NAFTA negotiations. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to take a stand against protectionism. 
Vote "no" on the Gephardt amend
ment. 

D 1450 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. KILDEE] who has been 
very active on this legislation. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to express my strong support for 
the Gephardt amendment of which I 
am a cosponsor. 

The Gephardt amendment is impor
tant to our Nation's economic security. 
This legislation goes a long way toward 
giving American automakers a fair 
chance at cracking the closed Japanese 
market. It has reached a point today, 
where United States auto suppliers are 
effectively prevented from selling to 
Japanese transplants even here in the 
United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I have long argued 
that our country needs to have a 
strong industrial policy-a policy that 
helps American industries better com
pete in the international marketplace. 

The auto industry is an industry that 
affects virtually every district in the 
country. American auto makers are 
major purchasers of textiles, steel, and 
semiconductors. The jobs created by 
the auto industry are good paying jobs. 
They are jobs that are important to 
keep so we can maintain a decent 
standard of living for our children. We 
have lost hundreds of thousands of 
these high paying jobs, and many com
munities across the country have been 
devastated. 

And Mr. Chairman, we are in danger 
of losing thousands of more good pay
ing jobs because our Government is un
willing to enforce current U.S. trade 
laws that would eliminate unfair trade 
and business practices. 

The Japanese have long recognized 
that Government can play a key role in 
promoting the exports of Japanese 
products. They have done virtually ev
erything in their power to ensure that 
its industry is healthy and internation
ally competitive. They have blocked 
the entry of foreign products into their 
markets while the Government backs 
predatory trade practices abroad. 

As a result, over 40 percent of the en
tire United States trade deficit in 1991 
was directly related to our auto and 
auto parts trade deficit with Japan. 
And if the current trends continue, our 
trade deficit with Japan will increase 
to $48 billion in 1992. 

But I do not blame Japan for promot
ing its auto industry. But I do blame 
our own Government which refuses to 
promote-or even defend-the interests 
of our domestic auto industry. This 
amendment seeks fairness for Amer
ican businesses and American workers. 

That is why I strongly support the 
Gephardt amendment. It is a good 
amendment, a fair amendment-and it 
supports the commitments the Presi
dent received from the Japanese to 
change their unfair trading practices. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to my colleague, the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, quotas do 
not work. That is the message we 
ought to be hearing today. That is the 
message we ought to understand. 

We do not want the Japanese to place 
quotas on celluar phones made in the 
United States, on refined copper that 
comes from this country, on 
microchips, or on the wheat or corn 
that we sell to them. But that is ex
actly what will happen if we adopt this 
amendment. Not only that, we are 
going to put U.S. autoworkers out of 
work. 

Oh, yes, I know the amendment says 
there is no limit on the production of 
automobiles that are produced by 
transplant companies. But what about 
retaliatory action against the products 
from those transplant companies? 
What about the different domestic con-
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tent rules for the transplant firms? 
Why is it, as the chairman of the sub
committee pointed out, why is it that 
we are pitting one American auto
worker against the other autoworkers? 
Why do we pit the General Motors 
worker against the worker from Honda 
or Toyota? 

Why do we put a fig leaf over what is 
clearly a quota we are talking about? 
The amendment says: "We direct the 
President to negotiate," a limit of 1.65 
million automobiles. How do you nego
tiate when you are told what you have 
to have as the end result? 

And what about the consumer? Does 
anybody speak for the consumer? The 
voluntary quotas that have been in ef
fect all these years have cost every 
American who has bought a car, wheth
er a foreign car or an American car, 
hundreds of dollars on every single car 
that has been sold. The American con
sumers have had to pay billions of 
extra dollars over the last several 
years for their autos, all because of the 
voluntary quotas that we have im
posed. 

So, who speaks for the consumer 
today? H.R. 5100 is bad legislation. This 
amendment is bad legislation heaped 
on bad legislation. Let us have con
fidence in the American workers, con
fidence that we can produce goods that 
can compete with other countries' 
products. 

Let us defeat this amendment. Then, 
let us defeat this bill. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin
guished gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
JONTZ]. 

Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Chairman, -I rise in 
support of the bill and of the Gephardt
Levin amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, over the last decade 
the U.S. automotive industry has made 
intense efforts to improve the quality 
of their product and they have suc
ceeded. But now our auto industry 
finds that even with world-class prod
uct, Japanese markets are closed. In 
auto parts, our firms from the United 
States compete worldwide. We have a 
$17 billion surplus with Western Eu
rope. Why then do we have a $30 billion 
auto trade deficit with Japan? Because 
Japan engages in various unfair trade 
practices which we need to address if 
we are to have the opportunity to com
pete on a fair basis. 

The Gephardt-Levin amendment does 
two very important things. First of all 
it directs our trade representative to 
enter into negotiations to achieve a 
comprehensive auto sector agreement. 

This is important, in part because 
the Europeans have a comprehensive 
auto sector agreement with Japan. Ab
sent such an agreement between the 
United States and Japan, the tempta
tion will be for Japan to use American 
markets to absorb their excess capac
ity. 

The second very important thing the 
Gephard t-Levin amendment does is to 

put into law a process to monitor and 
enforce the agreements or the commit
ments which Japan made when Presi
dent Bush was in Tokyo earlier this 
year. 

The 70-percent figure for the con
sumption of domestically produced 
parts at the transplants is not the fig
ure that Mr. GEPHARDT and Mr. LEVIN 
came up with, but rather this is what 
Japan committed themselves to. 

But we know from our experience 
that if we do not have some process to 
monitor compliance with that agree
ment and bring about its enforcement, 
that the prospects of its being achieved 
are very slim. 

In fact, the Big Three auto makers in 
our country have about an 85-percent 
domestic parts situation at the present 
time, and we should keep a close eye on 
them to make sure that that number is 
improved. 

But this amendment is very impor
tant to see that the 70-percent agree
ment is adhered to that the Japanese 
have suggested they can achieve. 

Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
express my support for H.R. 5100, the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1992 and for the Levin 
amendment. As the name indicates the pur
pose of this legislation is to open foreign mar
kets to U.S. products. 

America finds itself in a new era in inter
national trade-an era for which we are not 
fully prepared. The military competition that 
dominated our foreign and domestic policies 
for half a century has suddenly disappeared, 
and we are faced with a new international 
economic competition. Today's competition is 
qualitatively different from that which we have 
seen before. In Europe and on the Pacific rim, 
our competitors have developed national and 
multinational policies designed to win eco
nomic hegemony while we cling to a laissez
faire philosophy that is not only ineffective but 
tends to remove us from the playing field alto
gether. Some European and Japanese econo
mists already discount a United States role in 
the 21 st century world economy. If we are 
going to remain internationally competitive, 
this Congress must take our trade policies in 
hand and demand that our trade negotiators 
act in the interests of America's working peo
ple. H.R. 5100 moves us in the right direction. 

The Trade Expansion Act takes necessary 
and timely steps toward correcting our foreign 
trade deficit, particularly with Japan, and to
ward establishing fair international trade. I 
support the extension of the Super 301 au
thority for the period from 1993 to 1997. Super 
301 is an important tool which we have used 
too little. H.R. 5100 requires the U.S. Trade 
Representative to target priority countries and 
practices for trade liberalization negotiations 
and to back up those negotiations with the ini
tiation of section 301 investigations. Too often 
we fail to back up our trade talks with actions 
that signal our seriousness. 

Additionally, it is time to initiate a section 
301 investigation of the practices that Japan 
uses to protect its domestic markets from for
eign penetration, particularly their keiretsu re
lationships and other systematic anticompeti
tive practices. I am continually frustrated by 

the failure of our trade negotiators to press for 
United States access to the Japanese market 
with the same intensity and determination that 
Japan's trade leaders obviously approach the 
penetration of our market. The USTR 1992 re
port on foreign trade barriers says that "con
tractual as well as informal understandings be
tween Japanese automakers and their domes
tic dealers have effectively denied United 
States automobile manufacturers the oppor
tunity to market through existing dealer out
lets." We have participated in the market-ori
ented sector specific talks with Japan on 
motor vehicles and auto parts since 1986, and 
all we have to show for it is an agreement by 
Japan to participate in a pair of studies on the 
issue. Meanwhile the United States share of 
their auto parts market remains less than 2 
percent, and only 30,000 United States as
sembled autos were sold in Japan in 1991, al
most half of them United States-manufactured 
Hondas. 

H.R. 5100 takes important steps to open 
previously closed markets to U.S. automotive 
products. The bill requires the USTR to initiate 
a section 301 investigation of Japanese busi
ness policies and practices that affect access 
to the Japanese market for United States
made vehicles. Additionally, the bill instructs 
the USTR to negotiate a trade agreement with 
Japan which would: 

First, eliminate or modify those acts, poli
cies, and practices that act as barriers to U.S. 
exports of motor vehicles and motor vehicle 
parts; 

Second, provide for the prompt implementa
tion of the commitments made to the Presi
dent last January for the purchase of United 
States auto parts by Japanese vehicle manu
facturers; 

Third, establish long-term goals for the pur
chase of high value-added auto parts; and 

Fourth, establish a procedure for the ex
change of information between the Japanese 
and United States Governments regarding 
auto and auto parts trade. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I believe we must go fur
ther to secure the future of the U.S. auto and 
auto parts industry in the world market, so I 
also support the Levin amendment to H.R. 
5100. 

The U.S. auto and auto parts industry di
rectly or indirectly employs one working Amer
ican in six and it accounts for 12 percent of 
our gross national product, over $200 billion a 
year. But the auto industry is in trouble. Gen
eral Motors announced last December its deci
sion to lay off over 70,000 workers and close 
21 or more plants. In 1991, the U.S. market 
share for the Big Three dropped below 50 per
cent of total sales. This is in large part due to 
intense and often unfair foreign competition. 

Over the last decade the U.S. industry has 
made intense efforts to improve the quality of 
their product, and they have succeeded. They 
are now finding, however, that even with a 
world-class product, Japanese markets are 
closed to them. In auto parts, U.S. firms com
pete worldwide. We have a $16.7 billion sur
plus with Western Europe. Why then do we 
have a $30.1 billion auto trade deficit with 
Japan? 

The 15,000 U.S. auto parts companies com
prise the most competitive sector of our indus
try. It employs twice as many workers as auto 
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assembly plants and contributes twice as 
much to the GNP. While United States auto 
parts are marketed throughout the world, at
tempts to break into Japan's market as well as 
into the Japanese transplant market here at 
home have met with nearly insurmountable 
nontariff barriers. 

Because of their restricted home markets, 
Japanese auto companies are able to use in
flated profits in their home market to purchase 
increased shares of the U.S. auto market. 
Since 1987, the Japanese have lost money in 
the United States market but captured a larger 
and larger market share. Worldwide penetra
tion of the Japanese auto market is a puny 3 
percent, the United States share of that is only 
0.5 percent. To make matters worse, the Jap
anese recently agreed with the European 
Community to restrict their European market 
share to about 16 percent, a circumstance 
which portends increased Japanese efforts to 
expand their United States market share be
cause of their historic excess capacity. 

We have for years negotiated with the Japa
nese about opening their market. The only re
sults we have to show are additional studies. 
Without stiffer legislative action such as the 
Levin amendment, Japan will not change its 
practice. 

Without the amendment, H.R. 5100 does 
not sufficiently address the role that trans
plants play in Japan's overall auto manufactur
ing strategy. The investment of the Japanese 
in assembly plants in the United States has in 
many ways brought benefits to this country, 
but this investment has also brought traditional 
Japanese business practices which are often 
at odds with our own. We cannot ignore the 
fact that these transplant companies are an in
tegral part of their parent companies' growth 
and marketing strategies, just the same way 
that General Motors' decisions to invest in 
Mexican plants are a part of their business 
strategy here at home. Japanese transplants 
are here to take advantage of the American 
market. Their pricing structures, both internal 
and external, are designed to use the strength 
of their closed domestic market to leverage 
market share here. Figures produced by the 
Auto Parts Advisory Committee show that this 
is particularly true in the auto parts sector. 
H.R. 5100 needs to address the closed nature 
of the Japanese auto and auto parts sector 
both in Japan and here in the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 5100 needs the Levin 
amendment. The amendment has two basic 
purposes. First, it would call on the USTR to 
negotiate a comprehensive auto sector agree
ment with Japan, including the continuation of 
the current voluntary restraint agreement 
[VRA]. That VRA would have to remain in 
force as long as the Japanese/European Com
munity agreement is in force, thereby counter
ing the pressure on the Japanese to increase 
United States market share to make up for 
lost market share in Europe. Second, the 
amendment would assure that the commit
ments the Japanese made to President Bush 
when he visited Japan in January are kept. 
That agreement included a commitment that 
sourcing at the transplant facilities in the Unit
ed States would increase the use of U.S.
made parts to 70 percent. 

Additionally, the Levin amendment would 
extend for 5 years the authority for the Auto 

Parts Advisory Committee established by the 
Fair Trade in Auto Parts Act of 1988. The 
Auto Parts Advisory Committee has played a 
vital roll in enhancing our understanding of the 
anticompetitive practices our companies have 
faced as they try to gain access to Japanese 
markets both in Japan and in the United 
States. I hope that it will be able to continue 
that roll, but I believe that we should do more 
than simply extend the present committee and 
the Fair Trade in Auto Parts Act. The Depart
ment of Commerce should be mandated to co
ordinate U.S. policies on trade, trusts, taxes, 
et cetera, to underscore our intolerance of 
anticompetitive and other unfair practices both 
here and abroad. The act should be further 
amended to clarify that the intended bene
ficiaries of the act are traditional United States 
auto parts manufacturers and not transplanted 
Japanese companies. 

Overall, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 5100 is positive 
legislation and long overdue. I urge its adop
tion, and I urge the adoption of the Levin 
amendment because we must do our part to 
assure the international competitive position of 
the U.S. auto and auto parts industry. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to our distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
HOPKINS]. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

My district is the home of Toyota 
Motor Manufacturing, U.S.A., located 
in Georgetown, KY, where 4,000 Ameri
cans-96 percent of whom are Kentuck
ians-produce 240,000 Camrys and 
300,000 engines each year. 

This operation has been so successful 
that after only 4 years of production, 
construction is underway to expand 
both production and engine capacity by 
another 200,000 each and raise employ
ment to 6,000 workers and an annual 
payroll of $150 million. 

That expansion will bring Toyota's 
total investment in Kentucky to more 
than $2 billion and, frankly , we resent 
the fact that there are some who sud
denly want to change the rules and try 
to handicap this Kentucky operation, 
as this amendment would. 

The 6,000 jobs Toyota is bringing to 
our part of America isn't the only di
rect benefit that is being realized; 37 
Kentucky companies are supplying 
parts, components, and materials to 
the Georgetown plant; and 174 Amer
ican suppliers are involved. 

And hear this, please: According to 
the domestic content criteria estab
lished by the Environmental Protec
tion Agency in connection with our 
fuel economy requirements, the 
Camrys that are rolling off the assem
bly line in Kentucky have 75 percent of 
domestic content after just 4 years of 
production. And that percentage is in
creasing each year. 

But for that remarkable record, the 
Kentucky plant is subjected to a puni
tive attempt to change the rules of the 

game and substitute a method of meas
uring domestic content known only to 
the authors of this amendment, a 
method of measuring content that has 
not been debated in committee, on 
which no hearing has been held. 

So why is this punitive, discrimina
tory amendment being offered today? 
Why is the gentleman from Michigan 
trying to impose a domestic content 
requirement on the plant in my dis
trict that other plants in my State and 
elsewhere wouldn' t have to meet? 

Well , I will tell you why. The dirty 
little secret behind this amendment is 
that it discriminates against my plant 
simply because of its Japanese parent
age. 

After all we have been through in 
this country in trying to stamp out 
racism and discrimination, and after 
all we thought we had learned about 
segregation, here is an ugly, despicable 
amendment that dares to suggest to 
this body that you place the George
town, KY, Camry plant in an economic 
internment camp. 

Is that what this House wants to do 
today, go back 50 years to those " bad 
days at Black Rock"? The Japanese
American internment camps were 
wrong, and this Congress and this Gov
ernment has recognized that. 

Putting Kentuckians-Americans-in 
an economic internment camp today is 
just as wrong and even more despicable 
because we should have learned from 
our past mistakes. 

The insulting intent of this amend
ment doesn't stop there. It establishes 
a nebulous domestic content require
ment and a 1994 deadline, which the 
sponsors know is probably impossible 
for my Kentucky plant to meet. 

The gentleman from Michigan rep
resents an automotive State; he knows 
that parts sourcing involves long lead 
times. But knowing that, what does his 
amendment do if the Georgetown plant 
does not meet his unrealistic require
ments? 

He establishes a retaliation process 
under section 301 of the U.S. trade 
laws, a process that will jeopardize the 
jobs of 4,000 to 6,000 Kentuckians, men 
and women who work hard, pay their 
taxes, and hope for a better life for 
themselves and their children. 

These Kentuckians are an excep
tional group. They have amazed every
one in the automotive industry with 
their adaptability, their productivity, 
and the excellence of their work. The 
cars they are building in Georgetown 
are so good that they are being ex
ported. 

In recognition of their outstanding 
work, they will be the primary pro
ducer of the new Camry wagon, which 
will be exported to Japan, Europe, and 
Canada. This will be the first time a 
Toyota vehicle built outside Japan will 
be sold in Japan. 

Total car exports from the George
town plant will exceed 20,000 units, and 
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that helps to lower the U.S. trade defi
cit. 

In a perverse and ironic way, I sup
pose it could be said that this terrible 
amendment pays the ultimate com
pliment to the men and women who 
work at the Georgetown plant. And it's 
the ultimate insult to the men and 
women of Detroit's automotive indus
try. 

This amendment is the gentleman 
from Michigan 's public assertion that 
the workers in this State can't com
pete with their Kentucky counterparts. 
Think of that. 

He thinks Detroit, with a 100-year 
head start, can' t cut it in competition 
with a group of Kentuckians who've 
been building cars for only 4 years. 

His amendment says, " Please, Con
gress give us more than a level playing 
field; handicap our competition." He's 
saying, "Please, Congress * * * you've 
proven you could screw up almost any
thing; now, go down to Kentucky and 
tell those people how to build a car, 
and who to buy their parts from, and 
where to get their materials. And by 
the way, Congress just overlook the 
fact that those workers you're going to 
discriminate against happen to be 
Americans because they work for for
eigners. 

"So that makes it all right to dis
criminate against them. It's alright to 
impose a requirement on them that is 
not imposed on any domestic company, 
any German company, any Korean 
company, any Canadian company, any 
British company, any Italian company. 
It's alright for Congress to meddle and 
micromanage and undercut all the 
noble talk about fair play and a level 
playing field and a global economy and 
fair trade.'' 

That's what this amendment is say
ing, and that's why it should be re
jected. 

This amendment is an insult to all 
that America stands for. It is an insult 
not just to the Kentuckians I rep
resent; it's an insult to the auto work
ers in Michigan. 

And, yes, I know something about 
those men and women. Sixty years ago, 
a young couple named Glenn and Lou
ise Hopkins left western Kentucky and 
moved to Detroit, MI, in search of jobs 
during the depth of the depression. And 
like a lot of Kentuckians, they found 
jobs there, and they began their family 
there. 

Their son, born in Detroit in 1933, 
stands among you today, telling you 
that the auto workers and parts suppli
ers of Detroit do not need this amend
ment, do not need Big Brother in Wash
ington imposing a handicap on the 
competition in order for them to suc
ceed. 

I urge you to honor the automotive 
workers in Michigan and Kentucky and 
throughout America by rejecting this 
amendment today. I ask you not to 
punish thousands of good Americans 

just because they happen to work at a 
plant in Georgetown, KY. 

Do not make an economic intern
ment camp out of the Camry plant in 
my district. Say "no" to this unprece
dented, unwarranted, dangerous intru
sion by the Federal Government. Say 
"no" to this transparent attempt to 
isolate America from the realities and 
opportunities of a competitive global 
economy. Say " no" to this bad amend
ment. 

0 1500 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair

man, I yield myself 15 seconds. 
Mr. Chairman, I just want to answer 

the comments of the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. HOPKINS]. All the 
amendment does is suggest that the 
Japanese should carry out the agree
ment announced at Toyko. That is 
what it ·says, and to start throwing 
around epithets I think is so totally 
unwarranted in this Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 21/2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR]. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
LEVIN] for yielding this time to me, 
and I want to give congratulations to 
him and to our majority leader, the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT] for bringing this Super Bowl of 
trade issues before the Congress of the 
United States today. 

In fact , it is important that we tack
le this issue because it is the most im
portant question that divides us as two 
superpowers in the world today. The 
automotive segment of the deficit be
tween the United States and Japan is 
the Super Bowl trade issue of the day. 

Mr. Chairman, the Gephardt-Levin 
amendment simply puts the weight of 
law, through this amendment, behind 
the agreements that President Bush 
negotiated with Japan last January. 
The amendment is about opening Ja
pan's market, opening their procure
ment practices and the way that their 
companies behave here, ensuring that 
there is a two-way street with our 
goods going there, and their goods 
coming here, allowing our firms and 
their firms to bid on parts of produc
tion equally. And, it is also about put
ting our foot down after 7 years of 
United States-Japan trade talks in the 
automotive sector that have been 
fraught with delay, meager results, and 
a worsening trade deficit. 

Mr. Chairman, this chart says it all. 
It indicates that in the United States 
today a minimum of one-third of our 
market is consumed by imported vehi
cles, at least 29 percent of them from 
Japan in any given year. In Europe, of 
course, they cap their imports at about 
16 percent. But in Japan, less than 3 
percent of their market is composed of 
automotive goods from anywhere else 
in the world. There are 150 nations in 
the world today, but the United States 
holds a massive trade deficit with only 

one of them: Japan. And half of that 
deficit is in the automotive sector. 

That is why I call th:ts the Super 
Bowl issue of trade. What this amend
ment is about is opening up Japan's 
market, not just for the sake of the 
United States, but for the sake of the 
world. 

Japan marks up the cost of our vehi
cles by 33 percent when we are allowed 
to get them in there. They exclude our 
spare parts from their various retail 
stores. They do not allow our cars to be 
sold in their dealerships, yet they have 
their cars in over 4,000 U.S. dealerships. 

By golly, one of our companies of
fered them free spark plugs in produc
tion back in 1975. They refused to take 
them. 

What this amendment is about is 
saying enough is enough. Trade has to 
be a two-way street. Support the Gep
hardt-Levin amendment. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LAGO
MARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Gephardt amendment and to 
H.R. 5100, the so-called Trade Expansion Act. 
This is nothing but a flawed protectionist bill 
with a very misleading title. It is no coinci
dence that the Democratic leadership has 
brought to the floor less than a week before 
the Democratic National Convention this spe
cial interest measure which unless significantly 
modified will only result in a showdown with 
and veto by President Bush. 

Today's tough economic challenges demand 
real solutions to effectively improving trade, 
not this election year political grandstanding 
which panders to certain unions and special 
interest constituencies. The sad irony is the 
Democratic majority is using this measure to 
claim it is creating jobs and bolstering U.S. 
productivity when, in reality, their own bill 
could do just the opposite. Cynically, the worst 
results would most likely take effect after the 
November election and the Democrats will 
gear up their propaganda machines to blame 
the Republicans, especially President Bush, 
for their own folly. Let's recognize this meas
ure for what it really is: political expediency, 
not good trade policy. 

Since 1989, the United States has regained 
its position as the world's No. 1 exporter, sell
ing a record of $422 billion in merchandise ex
ports abroad last year. It is expected that this 
year will result in over $610 billion in exports 
of goods and services. Seventy-five percent of 
our economic growth has come from exports. 
Each $1 billion in exports supports roughly 
20,000 export-related jobs, and these jobs pay 
17 percent more per hour than the average 
U.S. wage. We are seriously risking these 
promising developments with today's bill all for 
the sake of political expediency. 

History has proven time and time again that 
further improvements in trade come not from 
increasing protectionism, but through expand
ing free and fair trade. Our experiences with 
the disastrous Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act which 
helped trigger the great depression of the 
1930's is just one example. H.R. 5100 rep
resents more of the former problem, not the 
latter solution. 
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It is no wonder that this Democratic special 

interest legislation is opposed by a wide spec
trum of the American business and agricultural 
and consumer communities, including many in 
my district. These are key industries like auto 
retailers-and, ironically, this bill claims to help 
the auto industry-consumer goods producers 
like Procter and Gamble and the National 
Cattlemen's Association. It is also strongly op
posed by the State Department and the U.S. 
Trade Representative resulting in a much de
served veto by President Bush. For the 
record, I am submitting a letter I received from 
Ambassador Carla Hills, the U.S. Trade Rep
resentative, providing further details about the 
administration's concerns. 

Enactment of this bill will, most likely, be 
viewed by our trading partners as an opening 
salvo in a new trade war triggering retaliation 
by our trading partners. That, in turn, hurts 
U.S. exporters and U.S. economic growth. 

At present, we are successfully negotiating 
new fair trade agreements both bilaterally with 
countries like Japan and multilaterally through 
the GATT Uruguay round. The mandatory ex
tension of Super 301 provisions and the man
datory 301 investigations of specific concerns, 
like Japanese auto trade, would undermine 
our flexibility in negotiating new market-open
ing efforts and lead to counter retaliation. 

Specifically, I am concerned that the exten
sion of Super 301 assumes the failure of the 
Uruguay round. It has not failed. I am not op
posed to considering a new Super 301 statute, 
but only after we have finished our best nego
tiating efforts and it is determined then that 
such legislation is necessary. Clearly, there 
are countries, like India and Japan, which are 
not trading fairly with the United States and 
should be investigated and pressured to 
change their policies. The Bush administration 
is doing just that through a variety of means 
and has assured me it will use whatever tool 
would be most effective, including reciprocal, 
punitive tariffs, and other trade barriers. Con
gress should not be micromanaging these ef
forts and unilaterally deciding there will only 
be one tool available. But, in essence, that is 
what this bill does. 

Congress will have ample opportunity to re
view and, if needed, adjust United States 
trade laws when considering the results of the 
Uruguay round and the North American Free 
Trade Agreement negotiations. Unfortunately, 
this bill is prejudging an incomplete process 
and, in fact, adding constraints that could 
jeopardize our gains in these negotiations and 
their promising results for the future. In no way 
does that really help U.S. jobs and the econ
omy, it only helps pave the path to failure and 
recession. 

I am opposed to H.R. 5100's continued dis
crimination against American automotive parts 
workers in so-called transplant firms. While the 
bill requires negotiations to open Japan's mar
ket for American automotive parts, the bill only 
protects plants owned by and controlled by 
United States citizens. Hence, American work
ers in other plants are treated as second-class 
citizens forced to find their own export mar
kets. That is not fair. 

I am also very concerned that because this 
bill specifically addresses the concerns of only 
the rice and auto parts industries, it sends a 
very erroneous message that these are our 

only market access concerns. That's not so, 
especially in my district. Why are these indus
tries given first-class protection at the expense 
of others? That is not fair either. 

I am shocked that the Ways and Means 
Committee deleted a provision in the bill ex
pressing the sense of Congress that the Unit
ed States embargo of Cuba should be main
tained. This is a purely political move to pan
der to the leftwing elements in the Democratic 
Party who want to lessen the pressure on one 
of the last Communist dictatorships in the 
world, Castro's in Cuba. There is no better 
time than today to increase the pressure on 
Castro, who has been losing all his Com
munist allies including the Soviet Union. In 
fact, making its way through Congress with 
strong support is a measure to further 
strengthen the embargo and, hopefully, expe
dite Democratic change in Cuba. The deletion 
of the anti-Castro language in the bill under
mines this effort and sends the wrong concilia
tory message to Castro at the absolutely 
wrong time. 

I am also opposed to new tariffs in the bill. 
As I have pointed out, new tariffs and nontariff 
barriers like mandatory quotas have repeat
edly proven to be the absolutely wrong pre
scription for improving trade. Some of these 
tariffs will actually decrease revenue, further 
exacerbating the trade and Federal budget 
deficits. 

It is the consumer who ultimately pays for 
the increase in tariffs, not the foreign pro
ducer. That is particularly true for raising the 
tariff on foreign minivans and other vehicles. 
The last time this issue was raised, it was for 
an increase on the tariff on sport utility vehi
cles. Many of the same arguments were 
made. What was the result of the tariff? The 
consumer ended up paying more for the same 
vehicle and, consequently, purchased fewer. 
That hurt the American producers of sport util
ity vehicles. Even more disturbing was that in
stead of taking advantage of the tariff to 
undersell Japanese vehicles, substantially im
prove the quality of American made vehicles 
and increase their market share, the United 
States manufacturers simply raised their 
prices. Unions and management did not effec
tively use this gift from the Government to ad
dress the underlying problems of their com
petitiveness, they merely prolonged them. Ulti
mately, only consumers and auto retailers 
were hurt. 

The Port of Hueneme, which is associated 
with my district, is a major import point for for
eign vehicles, including Mazdas. My district, 
like much of California, contains many quality 
auto retailers who sell foreign made vehicles. 
New tariffs, quotas, and other restrictions will 
directly and negatively affect these important 
sources of local employment, particularly since 
the vehicles in question represent over 16 per
cent of gross sales profits for many local deal
erships. They will not provide any new local 
employment opportunities to offset these 
losses. 

For consumers, competition would be re
duced further. I understand that domestic 
manufacturers already have 89 percent of the 
market. With less competition, certainly there 
will be less incentive to keep prices down and 
quality up. Consumer choice would also be re
duced. 

These basic factors, coupled with the sport 
utility experience, makes the bill a lose-lose 
proposition for my constituents and millions of 
other Americans. Under these conditions, this 
measure just does not make sense. 

While this bill does contain a few positive 
measures, such as customs modernization, 
these merits are significantly outweighed by its 
unacceptable costs. Despite the slick rhetoric, 
this is not a trade expansion bill, it is a trade 
contraction bill based on election-year political 
expediency. While it may give some politicians 
short-term gains, it will saddle the American 
public and economy with long-term costs. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in opposing this 
flawed legislation. 

U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 
Washington, DC, July 2, 1992. 

Ron. ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE LAGOMARSINO: I am 
writing to express the Administration's 
strong opposition to H.R. 5100, the Trade Ex
pansion Act of 1992, which was reported fa
vorably by the Ways and Means Committee 
on Tuesday, June 16. For the reasons ex
plained below, if this bill is presented to the 
President, I would recommend that he veto 
it. 

Despite its title, the effect of this legisla
tion will be trade contraction, not trade ex
pansion. Many of the bill's provisions threat
en to close markets, not open them. Thus, 
this bill would be particularly destructive at 
a time when the U.S. economy and job cre
ation are enjoying sustained support from 
strong export growth: 

Since the Bush Administration took office 
in 1989, the United States has regained its 
position as the world's Number 1 exporter, 
with over $610 billion in exports of goods and 
services expected this year; 

In recent years, 75 percent of our economic 
growth has come from exports; 

Each $1 billion in exports supports roughly 
20,000 export-related jobs, and these export
related jobs pay 17 percent m ore per hour 
than the average U.S. wage. 

H.R. 5100 would jeopardize that job-creat
ing export growth and send the United 
States down an ill-conceived path that would 
lead to cycles of adversarial trade retalia
tion and economic contraction. 

I have had the opportunity to study this 
legislation carefully and believe it would fail 
to meet its goals. H.R. 5100 contains provi
sions that would: eliminate the flexibility 
required to negotiate market-opening agree
ments and could lead to retaliation by our 
trading partners; boomerang against U.S. ex
porters; be challenged by our trading part
ners as inconsistent with our GATT obliga
tions leaving us vulnerable to forced com
pensation or retaliation; and, undermine on
going bilateral negotiations as well as the 
Uruguay Round of global trade talks. 

This Administration shares with you an 
understanding of the importance of trade. In
deed, working together, we have made tre
mendous progress in creating jobs at home 
and new export opportunities abroad. How
ever, this progress would be threatened by 
the bill before you. (Enclosed is a fact sheet 
outlining the bill's potential adverse impact 
on U.S. exports generally, and your state's 
exports in particular.) 

We are convinced that the market-opening 
negotiations we have underway, and the ag
gressive use we are making of existing trade 
laws, are the best way to ensure continued 
trade expansion abroad and job creation at 
home. We are fully engaged in the Uruguay 
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Round of global trade talks, and are on the 
verge of completing the North American 
Free Trade Agreement. We are also expand
ing trade with the emerging democracies of 
Central and Eastern Europe, the former So
viet Union, and Latin America, and are open
ing markets throughout the dynamic Pacific 
Rim, including Japan. 

At the same time, the Administration is 
aggressively implementing U.S. trade laws: 
we have initiated 19 section 301 investiga
tions; we have never rejected a section 301 
petition; and we have not hesitated to take 
strong action to address trade barriers when 
warranted, working closely with industry 
and the Congress. 

In sum, then, we are opening markets 
worldwide; now is not the time to abandon a 
successful strategy and begin to raise bar
riers to trade. Instead, the Administration 
and Congress should continue to work to
gether to support the entrepreneurial, mar
ket-oriented, economic policies that have 
made the United States the world's top ex
porter. 

Sincerely, 
CARLA A. HILLS, 

U.S. Trade Representative. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to our distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. OXLEY]. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, this bill 
and this amendment might be better 
titled the Trade Reduction Act of 1992 
or, more importantly, the Job Reduc
tion Act of 1992. 

I recently returned from my State 
where I visited a plant that supplies, 
not only Honda, but Ford Motor Co. 
and General Motors as well, and it em
ploys 300 people, and I had an oppor
tunity to meet almost all of those peo
ple, good, hard-working Americans, 
who reside in northwest Ohio, who are 
very proud of their jobs and who would 
be threatened, if not concerned, about 
the elimination of their jobs under this 
particular proposal. I have a Ford plant 
in Lima, OH, that employs 2,500 people; 
a General Motors plant in Mansfield, 
3,200; Honda engine plant which em
ploys over 2,000, and Honda alone em
ploys over 10,000 people in the State of 
Ohio. That is just direct employment. 
They are very concerned about this 
type of protectionist legislation. Why? 
Because they have been successful. 

We said, "We're really worried," a 
few years ago, "about the flow of im
ports into this country, and so, Japan, 
you better get it right. You better 
build plants over here and employ 
Americans," and they did exactly that. 
They did exactly that, and they came 
to my State, and they became, not 
only a large builder of American auto
mobiles, but even export 7,000 vehicles 
to Japan. Those are high-quality, high
paid, high-technical jobs that are being 
threatened under this particular legis
lation. 

I heard one of my colleagues who 
speaks for the consumer talk about 
where are those great consumer groups 
that propose to speak for the consumer 
that we hear from all the time in com
mittee. I have not heard a word from 
them. Apparently they are not particu-

larly concerned about consumer choice 
and what they have to pay in the mar
ketplace as to what kind of automobile 
they want to drive. This is essentially 
the oldest trick in the book to try to 
limit the ability of these companies, 
these transplants, to grow and prosper. 

How am I going to go back to those 
people in Ohio and say, "Well, the Con
gress has a better answer. We're going 
to cripple you so that the other compa
nies can compete." It would not be so 
bad if I felt this would be effective in 
preserving some jobs in the American 
auto sector, but it will not. 

Make no mistake about it. This will 
not preserve any jobs. It will just sim
ply make us less competitive in a world 
economy. 

Mr. Chairman, I recently saw an edi
torial in the Marion Star that I think 
accurately points out the situation. It 
says, and I quote: 

Honda of Ohio has been a great benefit to 
the economy of the area and the quality of 
life in the area, and is a major factor that 
will influence our present population and fu
ture generations to stay and raise their fam
ilies and work in our community. 

That really says it all. Defeat the 
Gephardt-Levin amendment. Defeat 
this legislation. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the very dis
tinguished gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. GUARINI]. 

Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say to my distinguished colleagues 
that we are losing our domestic auto 
industry. The unrelenting onslaught of 
foreign competition from the Japanese 
has whittled down the United States 
industry's share of the domestic auto 
market. At the same time-our compa
nies still face formidable barriers to 
sales in the Japanese market. 

U.S. auto manufacturers have seen 
their share of the U.S. auto market 
drop tremendously from over 99 per
cent in 1951 to less than 67 percent 
today. In the past 10 years, we have ac
cumulated over $1 trillion in trade defi
cits. Over $400 billion of this is attrib
utable to Japan-much of which is in 
the automotive industry. 

We simply cannot afford to let this 
continue. The automotive industry is 
an essential part of our economy and a 
vital part of our manufacturing base; 
14 million jobs depend on it. 

If the automotive industry were to go 
under, 1 out of 7 Americans would be 
put out of work. And with it would go 
our capability to build heavy machin
ery, tanks, and vehicles-the most es
sential components of a strong defense. 

I strongly support the Gephardt
Levin amendment. In fact, I think we 
should be going even further. I had 
wanted to offer an even more forceful 
amendment to actually establish the 
standard set in the European Commu
nity-Japan Agreement on Market Pen
etration as the basis for Japanese ac
cess to United States markets. 

Japan's share of the EC market is 
presently 11 percent. Under the new 
EC-Japan accord, Japan has agreed 
that its share of the EC motor vehicle 
market should be a maximum of 16 per
cent by 1999. 

The EC and Japan have, in effect, es
tablished a world standard for deter
mining Japan's fair market share in a 
country's motor vehicle market and 
use of domestically produced parts. 

Japan's share of the United States 
motor vehicle market is currently 30 
percent, without any limits. 

I would like our country to use these 
same definitions of market share and 
domestic content-and actually set a 
target for Japan's share of the United 
States market at 16 percent by 1999. 

Mr. Chairman, what this debate is 
really about is jobs, jobs, jobs. Manu
facturing jobs in the automotive indus
try are an important component of our 
economic security. The automotive in
dustry is not just the people who are 
involved in the direct production of 
cars. It is also the people who work in 
industries crucial to the production 
process: steel, rubber, plastics, glass, 
textiles, aluminum, machine tools, 
chemicals, and electronics. The auto 
sector directly and indirectly accounts 
for about 12 percent of U.S. gross na
tional product. 

It is time that we recognize that our 
economic security is a vital part of our 
national security and take steps to en
sure that our manufacturers and busi
nesses are on equal ground with world
wide practices. The Gephardt-Levin 
amendment is an important first step 
in this direction. I urge my distin
guished colleagues to support it . 

0 1510 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 1 minute to the distin
guished gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
SHARP]. 

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the amendment because of the 
critical importance for jobs in this 
country and to our whole economy of 
the U.S. auto industry. I think it is 
very important for us to understand 
that worldwide there is excess produc
tion capacity, and what is happening is 
people are being squeezed back around 
the world, except not everywhere, and 
the fact is we have already been 
squeezed dramatically in this country, 
we have already seen a scaling back of 
jobs, of productive investment in this 
country, and seen a transformation of 
our industry to be more competitive. 

Mr. Chairman, what we are talking 
about here is simply the compliance 
with the public pledges that were made 
by the Japanese Government with the 
Bush administration on how they 
would behave. This should not invite 
any kind of retaliation, because all we 
are doing is writing into law what they 
said they would do anyway. 
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The fact is as long as the European 

market restricts itself and restricts 
Japanese imports there, the pressures 
only grow to push those imports into 
our market. 

Mr. Chairman, this is fair. This is 
critical to jobs in this country, and I 
believe will lead to an international 
fairer situation for all concerned. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, may I inquire how much time 
each side has remaining. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] has 13 min
utes remaining and the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. CRANE] has 12 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY]. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
and also for his leadership role on this 
very important amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in January, the Gov
ernment of Japan promised President 
Bush one more time to cooperate with 
the United States on the importation 
of auto parts. This amendment sup
ports that promise with a monitoring 
system which will ensure that the com
mitments made by Japan are imple
mented. 

No rhetoric, no economic theory can 
replace the need for this country to de
mand respect from other nations in 
any of its negotiations. The pattern of 
broken Japanese promises is well docu
mented in the microelectronics indus
try. The cases of dumping and pillaging 
through our marketplace by that na
tion goes back to the destruction of 
our domestic television industry in a 
conspiratorial action by the major Jap
anese electronics companies in the late 
1970's. 

Then there were the machine tools 
and ball bearings. Now, it is the auto
motive parts industry. 

All along the way we have been 
sweet-talked by the Japanese that the 
high level of exports to the United 
States will drop. Yet, every month the 
gap increases. A recent MITI statement 
suggests that the way to lower Japa
nese exports to the United States will 
be to have more Japanese companies 
onshore in this country export their 
products back to Japan. There was no 
call from MITI for Japan to buy more 
United States-produced products by 
United States-owned companies-no
only from their own. 

Similar calls were made to Japanese
owned firms in other countires-export 
more to the homeland to keep its trade 
deficit down. 

The Japanese intent is clear. What is 
theirs is theirs, what is ours should be 
theirs also. 

Let us put a stop to this, here and 
now. Vote for the Gephardt-Levin 
amendment. Support American jobs. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield P/2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] is recognized for 
21/2 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I thank both of my colleagues for 
yielding. This spirit of camaraderie is 
unusual. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just say that I 
have always been a free trader and be
lieved in free trade, but I think that we 
have been raked over the coals, by the 
Japanese for a long time and I think it 
is long enough. 

In 1991, the total U.S. trade deficit 
was $67 billion worldwide, down from 
$102 billion in 1990. That is a $35 billion 
decrease, and that is good, because 
that meant American jobs were coming 
back home. We were producing things 
here and exporting them. 

But the fact of the matter is at the 
same time that our trade deficit was 
improving with Japan it went from $41 
to $43 billion. That $43 billion trade 
deficit represents 860,000 American 
jobs. For every $1 billion in trade defi
cit, it cost us Americans 20,000 jobs. 
You multiply 43 times 20,000, and you 
get 860,000 Americans who have lost 
their employment because of this trade 
deficit. 

The Japanese Government promised 
the President of the United States that 
they would import $2 billion more in 
auto parts from the United States of 
America. What is wrong with putting 
that into law? They have made prom
ises in the past that they have not 
kept, so why do we not put this under 
301 and make the President force the 
Japanese to adhere to the promises 
they made? 

They promised to increase their im
portation of automobile products, their 
importation of automobile parts, and 
their importation of cars from $10 bil
lion to $19 billion, which would further 
close that trade deficit. What is wrong 
with putting that into law? They said 
they would do it, so if we put it into 
law we will just make sure it gets done. 

They promised before, but they did 
not comply. They said they were going 
to increase from 50 to 70 percent the 
amount of American-made parts that 
would be put into Japanese cars here in 
the United States, manufactured and 
produced here. What is wrong with put
ting that into law? 

Now, in the case of an economic 
emergency, the President under section 
301 can circumvent what we are doing 
here today. If it is a real economic ca
lamity he can say this is not in the 
best interest of the country and we do 
not have to comply with this. But if we 
are not in an economic emergency, he 
can force the Japanese to live up to the 
commitment they made. 

If we are really concerned about 
American jobs and really concerned 
about the economy, which is in the dol-

drums right now, we should pass the 
Gephardt-Levin amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of this 
measure. The opponents of the measure 
kind of remind me of the football coach 
who goes on television Sunday morning 
and says that his team had the most 
first downs and the fewest fumbles, but 
fails to mention that they not only 
lost, but lost big. 

They say we are the world's biggest 
exporter. They fail to mention that we 
are the world's biggest importer, with 
over a $100 billion trade deficit last 
year, $45 billion of which was to the na
tion of Japan alone. 

They say that 70 percent of the new 
jobs are caused by exports. I think that 
99 percent of the jobs that are lost are 
caused by imports. 

Go to the store. See what is on the 
shelves. We invented the fax machines 
in this country; they are made in 
Japan. We invented the VCR's; they 
are made in Japan. Bit by bit we are 
giving away the American dream, be
cause the American dream has been 
American manufacturing. 

Mr. Chairman, if you care about this 
country, I encourage you to vote for 
this measure. It is a weak measure, but 
it is certainly better than no measure 
at all. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the distin
guished gentleman from California 
[Mr. HUNTER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. HUNTER] is recog
nized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlemen for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the first ques
tion we as Republicans have to ask 
ourselves is do we want to pull out of 
the recession? Because if we want to 
pull out of the recession, we are going 
to need, whether we live in San Diego, 
CA, in Indiana, New York, or wherever, 
to look at the automobile industry, be
cause the automobile industry ac
counts for about 4.5 percent of the 
gross national product of this country. 
It has a six to one multiplier ratio, and 
that means that one job in the auto in
dustry produces six jobs in other sup
portive industries. 

Let me just ask my colleagues, do 
you care about the semiconductor in
dustry , do you care about the steel in
dustry, do you care about the glass in
dustry, do you care about the rubber 
industry? Do you care about the hun
dreds of other attendant industries 
that support the auto industry? If you 
do, you are going to have to come to 
the conclusion that we cannot pull out 
of this recession with a 62-percent 
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plant capacity utilization by the auto 
industry. 

The auto industry is darned impor
tant. It is darned important to conserv
ative Republicans in San Diego who 
have no auto industry or workers in 
their district, and it is important 
across the length and breadth of this 
country. 

Time after time my colleagues have 
strode to this well and spoken of the 
Republican idea of free trade. 

0 1520 
Let me set the record straight. The 

Republican idea and the Republican 
tradition is not one of free trade. The 
founder of this party, Abraham Lin
coln, was adamantly against free trade. 
And he said, and I quote: 

The abandonment of the protective pol
icy-

That is a bad word now but a good 
word then-
The abandonment of the protective policy by 
the U.S. Government must result in the in
crease of both useless labor and idleness and 
so, in proportion, must produce want and 
ruin among our people. 

Theodore Roosevelt, who brought 
this country into the biggest economic 
resurgence in its history in the early 
part of this century, opened up one of 
his speeches with the words, "Thank 
God I'm not a free trader." Teddy Roo
seve! t said: 

One consideration which must never be 
omitted in a tariff change is the imperative 
need of preserving the American standard of 
living for the American working man. 

Prescott Bush, the father of the 
President of the United States, as a 
U.S. Senator voted against the John 
Kennedy free trade bill of 1962, along 
with a couple of other conservatives, 
STROM THURMOND and Barry Gold
water. And he also helped put the 
plank in our party that provided for a 
consideration against injury by foreign 
goods coming into this country. That 
was the noninjury clause that our 
party carried proudly for over 100 
years. 

So if we as Republicans want to ask 
ourselves who do we stand with in 
terms of Republican leadership, it is 
probably not with the guy wearing the 
alligator shoes who represents the auto 
parts industry of Japan. It is probably 
with the Republican founders who arc 
on Mount Rushmore. 

The Republican tradition has tradi
tionally been and should continue to be 
one that calls for quid pro quo. That 
means getting something for that 
which one gives. We have a business 
deal with Japan. The business deal that 
they think we had is that they have an 
advantage of $40 billion a year which 
translates into 1 million jobs lost for 
Americans. They are not going to 
change that deal until we use some le
verage to make them change it. 

President Bush got a commitment 
from the Japanese in January. We are 

codifying and enforcing that commit
ment. We are supporting the President. 
We are supporting 2,000 young people 
who are getting out of the service 
every week who need jobs. We are sup
porting the traditional Republican po
sition on trade. Vote for this amend
ment. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes and 30 seconds to our distin
guished colleague, the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON]. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, as one of the original found
ers of the auto parts caucus, I rise in 
opposition to this amendment. The 
work that we have done through the 
caucus, coupled with the negotiating 
leadership of our Government, has 
moved us toward resolution of the 
problems we face. By negotiating solu
tions rather than protecting industries, 
we have required our own companies to 
upgrade their equipment, to produce 
products of top quality and to be sen
sitive to the Japanese market as we 
seek for them to be sensitive to our 
needs to enter their market. 

It is absolutely true, the Japanese 
market has had unfair trade barriers 
that have kept American products out. 
It is also absolutely true that the 
American automobile companies have 
not been willing to make an auto
mobile that was sensitive to the needs 
of Japanese consumers. 

But look where we are today. All 
three of the big auto companies in 
America for the first time have an
nounced that they are going to produce 
a car that Japanese consumers will 
find to be appropriate to the way that 
they drive and their driving needs. One 
of those companies will have that car 
this year. The other companies will not 
even have such a car for a couple of 
years. 

Meanwhile, let us see what is happen
ing on the negotiating front. Through 
the process of negotiations, through 
the pressure that our Government has 
put on the Japanese, Japanese auto
makers have eliminated prior consulta
tion clauses in contracts with dealer
ships. In addition several important 
standards and certification require
ments that have impeded the access of 
U.S. vehicles have been eliminated. 
Problem after problem, unfair trade 
barrier after unfair trade barrier has 
been negotiated away. 

In sum, by the time our cars are 
ready to be marketed in Japan, that 
market will be prepared to receive 
them. 

I want to make one other point. My 
interest in this has been not so much 
with the American auto industry as 
with the American auto parts industry, 
which is critical to the industrial base 
in America that supports every other 
manufacturing sector. And in that 
area, I report to you that it took the 
auto parts caucus the first 3 years of 
our existence, from 1983 to 1986 to get 
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the American auto parts industry to 
decide what their agenda would be if 
the American negotiators would en
gage Japan in talks on their behalf. It 
took us that many years of their meet
ing in Washington for them to figure 
out what they would want their Gov
ernment to do with them. At the same 
time we pressed the Reagan adminis
tration to put auto parts on the Moss 
agenda and finally Moss talks, with an 
industry-directed agenda commenced. 

As a result of those efforts, our nego
tiators now never go to Japan without 
American auto parts people consulting 
closely with them. We have a very ac
tive auto parts advisory committee to 
the Department of Commerce that is 
involved in every step of the way of 
setting negotiating objectives, docu
menting the need for changes and being 
a part of accomplishing them. So auto 
parts has been very much at the top of 
the United States agenda with Japan 
and with good results over time. 

In fact, MEMA, the organization that 
represents American auto parts mak
ers, has experienced just in the last 
year, just since the President's agree
ment with Japan, an 80 percent in
crease in activity and a clear increase 
in United States contracts between 
United States parts suppliers and Japa
nese buyers. So in auto parts it is hap
pening. We are accomplishing our goals 
of getting into the Japanese market at 
the design stage and selling more 
American auto parts to Japanese 
transplants. 

In the auto industry, opening the 
market would not have mattered if our 
own companies had not been willing to 
create the products that would serve 
Japanese consumers. Now, with prod
ucts being developed and markets 
being opened as a direct result of Presi
dential leadership, we can assume the 
same success. 

Trade is a two-way street. The threat 
of mandatory actions by one party does 
not create reciprocal trade, and it cer
tainly does not create the kind of 
friendship that, in the international 
community, provides prosperity and se
curity. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21/2 minutes to the distinguished chair
man of the Subcommittee on Trade, 
the gentleman from the great State of 
Florida [Mr. GIBBONS]. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, the fig
ures I have just taken down are cor
rect. I do not disagree with them. As I 
said in my opening remarks, one of the 
reasons we did not sell cars in Japan is 
because we just did not try. It was not 
our strategy, and we did not make it at 
the business level a big push to sell 
cars in Japan. 

I hope we are trying. I hope we are 
really trying to sell parts there. 

The question, though, that arises is, 
Why does the great majority of the rest 
of the American business community 
oppose the Levin amendment? Because 



July 8, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 18249 
they see it as a violation of a cardinal 
principle that we have developed in our 
international trade policy. That is, na
tional treatment. 

What do I mean by national treat
ment? I mean by national treatment 
that we will treat the foreign subsidi
aries, those subsidiaries doing business 
in our country, the same way we treat 
our own subsidiaries, our own busi
nesses. And likewise, on a reciprocal 
basis, they will treat our foreign sub
sidiaries doing business in their coun
try the same way they treat their na
tional companies. National treatment. 

If my colleagues stop and think 
about it, it makes good sense. It is 
what has allowed us to vastly expand 
our trade opportunities around the 
world. Where were we just 20 years 
ago? Just 20 years ago the total exports 
of the United States were only about 
$20 billion or $25 billion. Today the ex
ports of the United States are half a 
t r illion dollars, $500 billion. From $25 
billion to $500 billion, they have grown 
that much with a concomitant employ
ment that goes along with it. 

This has raised our posi tion in the 
whole world t rading system from sec
ond or third largest exporter t o t he 
largest exporting country on Earth . 

0 1530 
Yes; we have got some pr oblems. One 

of th e reasons we have done so well is 
that our currency has been a ppr o
priately valued. F or many, many years 
our American products had to labor 
under a vastly overvalued dollar. That 
overvalued dollar caused us to be very 
uncompetitive as far as products are 
concerned. Our dollar is now perhaps 
only slightly overvalued, not massively 
overvalued, as it was. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. LEACH]. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, there is 
one point of ambiguity in the statute, 
and that is whether or not the amend
ment is intended to militate against 
companies that may be partly foreign
owned as long as 100 percent of the pro
duction is American. 

Under that circumstance, is that 
kind of joint venture a U.S. company? 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEACH. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I would say to the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. LEACH] that the amend
ment does not distinguish in meeting 
the 70 percent that the Japanese Gov
ernment pledged between American 
companies, Japanese transplant parts 
companies here, or combinations there
of, so there is no discrimination be
tween Japanese companies and Amer
ican or hybrids, none. 

Mr. LEACH. As long as they are pro
duced here. So the answer is no 
discriminaiton is intended? 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. If the gen
tleman will continue to yield, yes, the 
answer is none is intended. 

Mr. LEACH. I appreciate that answer 
from the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CRANE. I would ask the Chair 
how much time we have remaining. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad
vise the Members that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] has 5 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. CRANE] has 4 minutes 
remaining, and the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. CRANE] will have the right 
to close. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment and t o the idea that 
sweeping quotas on automobiles should 
be a permanent part of U.S. economic 
and trade policy. This bill would di
rectly undermine market openings 
achieved by the President in his recent 
trip to Japan. 

It offer s instead a r et urn to the failed 
VRA policies of the past and a program 
of discrimination against transplant 
auto and auto parts manufacturers . 

A mandatory VRA on auto imports 
from Japan will, as it did during the 
1980's, cost consumers billions of dol
lars in increased car prices. The Con
gressional Research Service has shown 
that the 1981 VRA's inflated car prices 
by $1,200 for Unit ed S tates cars and 
$1 ,700 fo r Japanese cars. 

American families cannot afford t o 
pay t he bill for another Detroit-spon
sored r ound of protectionism . 

The result of the auto VRA of the 
1980's was increased competi t iveness of 
Japanese manufacturers wh o pushed 
forward with development of t he Lexus 
and Infinity models. At great cost, this 
period of protection only delayed com
petitive adjustments crucial to the 
long-term survival of Big Three auto
makers. 

The amendment also undermines re
cent achievements made by the Presi
dent in bilateral negotiations with the 
Japanese on autos. By unilaterally re
defining the understanding reached 
with the Japanese auto manufacturers 
who, have voluntarily agreed to in
crease purchases of United States 
parts, we would jeopardize the Presi
dent's credibility in conducting nego
tiations. For Congress to change the 
nature of the understanding between 
the two leaders, and subject it to uni
lateral enforcement mechanisms of 
trade retaliation, will only be inter
preted by Japan as an act of bad faith. 

Finally, imposing a 70 percent domes
tic content requirement on U.S. firms 
because they are foreign owned goes 
against the grain of American values of 
equal treatment under the law. With
out the ability to source worldwide, 
the value and future outlook of their 
enterprises is severely eroded. The Big 
Three themselves use large amounts of 
foreign parts, as competitors in this 
international industry. 

The Journal of Commerce reported 
earlier this week that Customs is cur
rently beginning an investigation to 
determine whether a Big Three auto 
manufacturer is using sufficient do
mestic components to claim duty-free 
status under the Canada Free-Trade 
Agreement. To constrain sourcing of 
components is discriminatory and puts 
a noose around the neck of Japanese 
manufacturers who employ United 
States workers. 

We cannot afford to further intimi
date job-creating foreign investment in 
the United States. 

Furthermore, U.S. firms have over 
$400 billion of investments abroad 
which wonld be in jeopardy of facing 
mirror sourcing restrictions aimed 
against U.S. parts and components. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend
ment because it creates different eco
nomic treatment for employees in auto 
factories in Kentucky or Ohio depend
ing on whether they are owned by for
eign investors. 

Their management will no longer 
have the freedom to source their parts 
worldwide-or even from foreign-owned 
firms that mak e a ut o parts in this 
country. 

In my view, t he international com
petitiveness of Detroit auto producers 
and t heir future viability depends on 
their exposure t o international mar ke t 
forces . 

Mr. Chairman, I would r emind my 
colleagues, too, that it was Grover 
Cleveland, a Democrat President, who 
pointed out that protectionism, which 
unfortunately was embraced by my 
party under William McKinley, exacts 
its toll by the sweat of the brow of that 
person who earns his daily bread that 
way in the marketplace. 

Our distinguished Ways and Means 
chairman, Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, wisely 
saw fit to strike this appalingly mis
guided legislation from H.R. 5100 in 
committee. Please follow his commit
tee leadership and vote no on the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of our time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] will be 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CRANE. If the gentleman from 
Missouri is going to close, Mr. Chair
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, the 
distinguished chairman of the Sub
committee on Trade said a few minutes 
ago that the reason that we have not 
sold cars in Japan is that we have not 
tried, and there is truth in his state
ment. But I would like to address Mem
bers' attention today to why we have 
not tried. 
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I was in 10 automobile plants in the 

United States in January, and I asked 
that very question in each plant. I 
asked that question of the heads of our 
three auto companies: 

Why have you not tried harder to sell auto
mobiles in Japan? As the chart shows, there 
is only a 3-percent penetration of the Japa
nese market, 15 percent in general of the Eu
ropean market, the largest market in the 
world, and 30 percent of the American mar
ket. The obvious answer to our problem is to 
do better in Japan. Why have you not tried? 

The answer that consistently came 
back was, the reason they did not put 
the wheel from the left to the right or 
the right to the left or move the var
ious things around was because it 
would do no good. They said to me, "It 
is impossible to penetrate the Japanese 
market." One of the auto executives 
said to me, "They add $12,000 of costs 
to an American car coming there that 
are not added to a Japanese car coming 
here," so they said, "No matter what 
we do, we will not be able to penetrate 
that market.'' 

This issue is the key to this amend
ment. How do we get our auto manu
facturers to do the hard work over the 
next 10 and 20 years that will get them 
adequate success and access to the Jap
anese market? We think this amend
ment does that. It asks the President 
to go negotiate an auto policy with 
Japan. Europe, the largest market in 
the world, has one. They did not nego
tiate it. They sent a letter to Japan 
and they said, "You get 15 percent of 
the largest automobile market in the 
world. Thank you, and have a nice 
day." No negotiation, no communica
tion with the United States, unilater
ally achieved. That is the largest mar
ket. 

Japan is the largest producer of auto
mobiles and automobile parts in the 
world. If they are limited to 15 percent 
of the largest market, Europe, where 
do we think the rest of the cars are 
going to go? And at the same time we 
do not have access to their market. So 
we ask the President to go negotiate 
with Japan an auto policy. 

Second, we say, "Please, Mr. Presi
dent, let us enforce the agreement we 
already have, which is a good one. Let 
us make sure they live up to it, that we 
actually get the kind of purchase of 
American automobile parts and the 
transplants that the Japanese have 
pledged to t1·y to reach." So this is a 
reasonable approach. It is not protec
tionism. It is the opposite of protec
tionism. 

D 1540 
Final point. When Members go to 

vote on this amendment think of the 
people in this country employed in the 
auto industry, one of eight jobs, the 
second most important industry in this 
country when we take the direct and 
indirect jobs. We have lost 300,000 di
rect automobile jobs in the last 10 
years. General Motors, our largest 

manufacturer, just some months ago 
said 75,000 people are going lost their 
jobs. 

So as Members vote on this, think of 
the people that depend on this indus
try. Think what it is going to be to 
look them in the eye and say that we 
did not do our best to try to give them 
a fair shake to be able to earn a decent 
living in the second most important in
dustry in this country. 

I urge Members to vote for this 
amendment. It is reasonable, it is sen
sible, it gets us fair trade, and last but 
not least, it stands with the American 
people and gives them a chance to com
pete in this most important industry. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. I yield to the gen
tleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. Chair
man, H.R. 5100, the trade bill we will consider 
this week, is a wide-ranging, aggressive piece 
of legislation that will help put America back 
on track. It is good for American industry, and 
good for our Nation's workers, farmers, and 
other producers. 

The legislation will help to sharpen the focus 
of administration officials who represent our 
trade interests-and of our Nation as a 
whole-on achieving fair, reciprocal trade with 
our major trading partners. 

The bill is a mandate for our Government to 
be aggressive in getting a fair deal in foreign 
trade for our producers. The United States has 
absorbed a $550 billion trade deficit in the 
past 5 years, so it is clear that we need better 
access to foreign markets if we are going to 
continue a liberal policy toward imports. 

There has been a lot of attention paid to the 
get tough provisions of this bill, and, in fact, 
they are important for our economy. However, 
the bill also provides for expansion of trade for 
both our own producers and our foreign trad
ing partners. It liberalizes our trade policies 
and removes barriers to trade. 

For example, the bill will convert much of 
the processing of imports from paper to com
puter, speeding the process of shipping prod
ucts into the United States. It also terminates 
the restriction on former Soviet republics from 
enjoying the favorable trade terms of our gen
eralized system of preferences. 

In the same vein, a provision that I spon
sored will allow railroad grain cars to move 
freely from Canada into the United States, just 
as United States railroad cars have been sent 
into Canada without tariff since the implemen
tation of the United States-Canada Free-Trade 
Agreement. My provisions will terminate a 
merchandize processing fee, which has made 
the leasing of Canadian cars prohibitive to 
United States railroad companies in recent 
years. This change is good for Canadian com
panies who have cars to lease, but it also 
means better opportunities for United States 
farmers to ship their products to market when 
farm prices are favorable. 

In another section of the bill, I tried to safe
guard our export promotion program adminis
tered by the Department of Agriculture. Our 
Federal law requires, and our taxpayers e:•.
pect, that any funds our Government spends 
to boost export sales of farm products must be 

spent on domestic farm products, not on for
eign produce. I sponsored a section of the 
trade bill that will require imports of foreign 
grain to carry an end-use certificate, specifying 
the destination and final use of the grain, so 
that our own grain export program can be ad
ministered according to law. 

It is important, I think, when we consider 
this bill to remember that it addresses much 
more than the auto manufacturing sector or 
our trade deficit with Japan, important as 
those matters are. There are many provisions 
to help American producers throughout our 
economy, and it is important that this legisla
tion go forward. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
express my strong support for the Gephardt 
amendment and H.R. 5100. 

The Gephardt amendment is important to 
our economic security. This legislation goes a 
long way toward giving American automakers 
a fair chance at cracking the close Japanese 
market. It has reached a point today, where 
United States auto suppliers are even pre
vented from competing for business from Jap
anese transplants here in the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, the United States is the only 
industrialized country practicing free trade, 
every other nation has some sort of industrial 
policy. And I have long argued that our coun
try needs to have a strong industrial policy
a policy that helps American industries better 
compete in the international marketplace. 

I represent Flint, Ml, which is the birthplace 
of GM, and my constituents have a deep inter
est in a healthy domestic auto industry. But 
the auto industry is an industry that affects vir
tually every district in the country. 

Nearly 15 percent of all U.S. workers are 
employed in some way by the auto industry 
and the U.S. auto and auto parts makers are 
a major consumer of products textiles, steel, 
electronics, glass, and semiconductors. 

The jobs created by the auto industry are 
good paying jobs. They are jobs that are im
portant to keep so we can maintain a decent 
standard of living for our children. We have 
lost hundreds of thousands of these high pay
ing jobs, and many communities across the 
country have been devastated. Automobile 
production represents one of the key value
added industries to the U.S. industrial base. 

Yet, Mr. Chairman, we are in danger of los
ing thousands of more good paying jobs be
cause our Government is unwilling to enforce 
current U.S. trade laws that would eliminate 
unfair trade and business practices. 

The Japanese have done virtually every
thing in their power to ensure that its industry 
is healthy and internationally competitive. Ja
pan's auto industry operates from a protected 
home market where imports account for less 
than 3 percent of the vehicle sales, it is al
lowed to have monopolistic associations with 
other firms, and its predatory trade practices 
are strongly backed by the Government. 

As a result, over 40 percent of the entire 
United States trade deficit in 1991 was directly 
related to our auto and auto parts trade deficit 
with Japan. And if the current trends continue, 
our trade deficit with Japan will increase to 
$48 billion in 1992. 

A decade ago, when the domestic auto
mobile industry was asking for help against 
imports, they were told their problem was their 



July 8, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 18251 
inefficient manufacturing and low-quality prod
uct, not imports. 

In fact, the quality of American cars today 
equals or exceeds many Japanese models; 8 
of the 1 0 most productive plants in the world 
are American facilities; and capital spending 
by the domestic auto industry has exceeded 
net income by $44 billion over the past 3 
years. 

The American automobile industry is in a 
race where the competition has a headstart 
over them before the starting gun sounds. It 
can barely get in the Japanese market, let 
alone be competitive when the nontariff bar
riers can raise the price of an imported vehicle 
by as much as $12,000 once it arrives in 
Japan. 

After 5 years of negotiations with Japan 
over the trade barriers to their market and 
their business practices in the United States, 
the only results have been studies of the prob
lem. Its high powered lobby has been suc
cessful in keeping the status quo and making 
sure our executive looks the other way over 
trade disputes. 

This is evidenced by the 1989 Treasury de
cision lowering the tariff on multipurpose vehi
cles~osting the United States taxpayers over 
$200 million annually-and the recent lTC de
cision which determined that imported Japa
nese minivans sold in the United States for 
less than fair market value did not materially 
injure domestic producers. Whose side are 
they on? 

I do not blame Japan for promoting its auto 
industry. But I do blame our own Government 
which refuses to promote--or even defend
the interests of our domestic auto industry. 
This amendment seeks fairness for American 
businesses and American workers. 

It is time for the U.S. Government to do its 
part and ensure that the American automobile 
industry is given a fair chance to compete not 
only abroad, but also in the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, the Gephardt amendment will 
not establish an import quota, a domestic con
tent requirement, nor will it limit the production 
by, or employment at, transplant facilities. It 
merely seeks to make sure Japan lives up to 
the commitments it gave to President Bush in 
Tokyo and to ensure that the United States 
will not be a dumping ground for Japan's ex
cess auto production in light of its market
share agreement with the EC. 

The Gephardt amendment is a good 
amendment, a fair amendment-and it sup
ports the commitments the President received 
from the Japanese to change their unfair trad
ing practices. 

The passage of H. R. 51 00 is necessary be
cause America can no longer afford to accept 
hollow promises of fair trade, or inaction in the 
face of unfair trade practices. We must en
force our trade laws against unfair trade and 
business practices because the American 
workers deserve-at least-to have a fair 
chance to compete and keep their jobs. 

I urge my colleagues to support this legisla
tion because it will go a long way toward es
tablishing direction and fairness for Americans 
in U.S. trade policy. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support for the bipartisan Gephardt amend
ment, which I have cosponsored. I also 
strongly support H.R. 5100, the Trade Amend-

ments Act of 1992, and I commend Chairman 
ROSTENKOWSKI and his committee for initiating 
this legislation and bringing it to the House 
floor at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, the Gephardt amendment 
builds on the negotiations undertaken earlier 
this year by President Bush with the Japanese 
in Tokyo. It calls on the U.S. Trade Represent
ative to negotiate one or more comprehensive 
auto sector trade agreements with Japan and 
to implement the commitments the Japanese 
made to President Bush during his trip to Asia 
last January. 

This is not a content amendment, as some 
have suggested, but a mechanism to develop 
additional agreements with the Japanese in an 
effort to open up their markets and reduce our 
trade deficit. Indeed, the content level plan 
mentioned in the amendment was volunteered 
by the Japanese in Japan, and is unchanged 
in the amendment. The plan merely ref
erenced the commitment and made it subject 
to monitoring and enforcement. This monitor
ing and enforcement is consistent with the 
Commerce Department's statement in a letter 
that the administration plans to closely monitor 
the 70-percent commitment to preserve any 
shortfall that develops. Under this amendment 
and commitment the content levels are far 
below the levels now adhered to by the Big 
Three companies-General Motors, Chrysler, 
and Ford-which is troubling. However, that is 
the Japanese agreement. The amendment 
does not change it. 

Nor is this amendment a quota amendment. 
It does recognize that there is a closed Japa
nese market, and that there is a European 
Community agreement which places a rigid 
16-percent ceiling on sales of Japanese vehi
cles for the remainder of this century. The 
amendment calls on the U.S. Trade Rep
resentative to negotiate an extension of the 
present voluntary restraint by the Japanese on 
auto exports to the United States and other 
matters for the term of the EC agreement. It 
recognizes that there is overcapacity in Japan 
and seeks to ensure that that overcapacity will 
not flood the United States market with more 
exports. 

It should be emphasized that the Japanese 
have already established a voluntary quota of 
1.65 million autos for this Japanese fiscal 
year. This level is substantially more than is 
now being exported to the United States. The 
amendment merely seeks to extend that gen
erous voluntary restraint by the Japanese 
through the remainder of this century. It will 
not adversely affect U.S. auto dealers, as our 
hearings on a companion bill, H.R. 4100, 
showed. 

The amendment contains the following dis
claimer: 

Nothing in this act may be construed to 
have the effect of, first terminating or limit
ing to any extent the production of motor 
vehicles by transplant vehicle manufactur
ers; or second, limiting or reducing jobs of 
U.S. workers at the facilities of such manu
facturers. 

I want to emphasize the importance of this 
disclaimer, since a number of people rep
resenting the transplants in the United States 
have contended erroneously that the objective 
of H.R. 4100, H.R. 5100 and this amendment 
is to harm the transplants and the American 
people who work there. This disclaimer makes 

it clear that that contention is not only not in
tended, but is expressly prevented. Whatever 
might happen to the transplants in the future 
will not be determined by the provisions of this 
legislation. It will be up to the administration in 
their negotiations with Japan, under H.R. 5100 
as reported, and under this amendment, to 
deal with matters related to the transplants. 

Mr. Chairman, early this year President 
Bush and a number of executives from various 
industrial sectors traveled to Japan and other 
countries in Asia, to engage in trade negotia
tions involving several industrial sectors, in
cluding the all-important automobile sector. 
That sector alone accounts for, directly and in
directly, about 12 percent of the gross national 
product of this country. The industry includes 
not only the auto manufacturers, such as the 
Big Three and the transplants, but also the 
many suppliers of that industry: rubber, glass, 
steel, aluminum, electronics, textiles, and ma
chine tools. When the auto industry suffers, as 
it is today, its suppliers and the people work
ing for them also find themselves in difficulty. 

The trade negotiations with Japan were im
portant not only because they included Gov
ernment personnel but also representatives of 
this industry and the business community. 
While the negotiations themselves produced 
few commitments by the Japanese, it is these 
commitments that the administration tells us 
are helping to open Japanese markets and im
prove the trade picture in the United States. 
However, as my June 2, 1992, letter to the ad
ministration shows, too many of these commit
ments are already behind schedule. 

This amendment compliments the actions 
taken by the Japanese themselves with the 
European Community last year. It is interest
ing to know that at a recent meeting televised 
on C-SPAN, the Japanese Ambassador indi
cated that in fact no agreements \'!'ere reached 
with the Europeans last year that would deal 
with exports to the EC. This is strange be
cause we have correspondence with the ad
ministration that clearly indicates that such an 
agreement exists between the Japanese and 
the EC. 

I strongly urge support for this amendment. 
Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 

support of the Gephardt-Levin amendment to 
the Trade Expansion Act. This amendment is 
both modest in its scope and essential in its 
message. 

All the amendment asks is that commit
ments which both our Government and the 
Japanese Government entered into be hon
ored. If those commitments are not honored, 
then the President is given the authority to 
correct such a breach of faith and trust. 

There are many reasons for our current 
trade deficit. I think it is irresponsible to point 
the finger of blame only at our trade partners. 
We have certainly seen domestic failures in 
trade and industrial policy. We have witnessed 
a dangerous shortsightedness in both Wash
ington and in private industry. 

However, Mr. Chairman, over the past 45 
years, while the United States has been busy 
defending the world against various threats, 
real or perceived, .our principal trade partners 
have been investing in themselves. Our trade 
partners and trade competitors have been in
vesting in the education of their children, in 
worker training and retraining, in public infra-
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structure, and in research and development. 
As a result, our trade partners have been able 
to enhance their international efficiency and 
competitiveness while we have fallen behind. 

It is time for the United States to get to the 
business of refocusing our priorities. We have 
tremendous advantages in this Nation. We 
have a willing and trained work force. We 
have a history of innovation. We have vast 
human and natural resources. Now, let us 
focus our attention on using our resources in 
an efficient and competitive way. 

Yet, it is equally clear that there are signifi
cant barriers to our products and that some of 
our trade partners enjoy highly protected do
mestic markets. By refusing to confront those 
barriers and practices, we are simply burying 
our heads in the sand. This ostrichlike ap
proach to our trade relations will only under
mine our hopes for a more prosperous eco
nomic future. 

The Gephardt-Levin amendment is entirely 
reasonable and modest. Since the early 
1970's, over two decades ago, every United 
States President has gone to Japan and has 
entered into solemn agreements. The Japa
nese have pledged to do better, and the var
ious administrations have assured the Amer
ican people that all was well. All has not been 
well. This amendment simply requires the ad
ministration to monitor and enforce the com
mitments which the Japanese made to the 
President last January. If enforcement is nec
essary, restrictions would be limited to the 
auto sector. If American subsidiaries of Japa
nese companies are in compliance with the 
agreements the Japanese Government made, 
there would be no effect on those subsidiaries. 

This amendment represents a small step to
ward a fair trading system, but it is an impor
tant step. It deserves the full support of the 
House. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the marketplace, and espe
cially the international marketplace, are very 
difficult things to understand. Obvious solu
tions often prove counterproductive, and pro
tection of one group usually penalizes another. 
I believe that this amendment and probably 
this entire bill reflect this. 

We will hear today from Members who claim 
that their other goal is to create a level playing 
field with the Japanese. Where were these 
Members when we voted on the rule? Con
gressman DREIER tried to offer an amendment 
to create a level playing field-through a free
trade agreement-with Japan, and yet these 
same Congressmen and Congresswomen 
voted to support the rule and block this. Mr. 
Chairman, the advocates of this amendment 
do not want a level playing field, they want a 
captive market. 

There are things we could do to level the 
playing field. Japan has a much lower cost of 
capital than we do, and this helps their cor
porations immensely. They do not suffer from 
the punitive capital gains tax our firms face. If 
we were to cut the capital gains tax, it would 
help our companies reinvest and add to their 
competitiveness, creating jobs. But the protec
tionists all oppose this, saying it would only 
help the rich. Since when are the United Auto 
Workers the rich? 

Our deficit takes a huge chunk out of na
tional savings, driving the cost of capital up 

further. And yet when we offered a balanced 
budget amendment, many protectionists op
posed it. Do the Japanese have to run a $400 
billion deficit to provide us a level playing 
field? 

The fact is._. our own Tax Code and our own 
regulatory policies are the main impediments 
to our competitiveness. Yet most Members on 
the other side of the aisle will continue to tax 
and regulate our businesses into 
noncompetiveness, and then blame the Japa
nese. 

And yet despite this, our exports to Japan 
are growing at a rapid rate, and our trade defi
cit with that country is shrinking. The United 
States is the largest exporter in the world, and 
our exports are growing far faster than those 
of our competitors. The process of inter
national negotiation is working, as our farmers, 
our high-technology industry, and other com
petitive American industries gain increased ac
cess to foreign markets. It is our policy of 
opening markets, and not closing them, that 
has produced 70 percent of our economic 
growth in recent years. 

Mr. Chairman, we have made tremendous 
gains in international trade lately. American 
businesses have proven that they can corn
pete, and international negotiations are provid
ing them with markets. Just as we are begin
ning to win the trade war, proponents of this 
amendment and this bill want to admit defeat 
and close our markets. I urge my colleagues 
to oppose the amendment and the bill. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of this amendment and this bill because they 
will help break down trade barriers and unfair 
trade practices. 

Some argue that the Gephardt amendment 
requires quotas on Japanese auto imports and 
domestic content of autos built in the United 
States. Nothing could be further from the truth. 

This amendment holds the Japanese to 
their own promises to open up their cartel, or 
keiretsu, to American competition. Just as 
antitrust laws a century ago targeted domestic 
cartels, so our trade negotiations must target 
international trade cartels. 

The Gephardt amendment does exactly 
that. Far from erecting trade barriers, it will 
help break them down. 

This amendment also brings within the 
scope of section 301 the U.S. Trade Rep
resentative's negotiations with Japan on the 
extension of voluntary auto import limits. This 
prevents Japanese auto keiretsu from making 
us pay for their existing trade agreement with 
the European Community. 

Taken together, this bill and the Gephardt 
amendment are measured steps to ensure 
that American firms are allowed to compete in 
the global market. 

Some argue these steps are not necessary. 
They are wrong. Allowing the rules of the 
game to remain the same will only continue to 
leave us crumbs when the U.S. Trade Rep
resentative goes to the negotiating table. It's 
time we come to that table on an eql;al foot
ing. 

I urge my colleagues to support this amend
ment, and the bill. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the amendment offered by the distinguished 
majority leader and our colleague from Michi
gan, Mr. LEVIN. In April of this year, Rep-

resentative HELEN BENTLEY and I introduced 
the Automobile Labeling Act of 1992, H.R. 
4228. Senator BARBARA MIKULSKI introduced 
the companion bill in the Senate. 

H.R. 4228 would make it easier for consum
ers to determine the exact percentage of 
American-made parts and labor which went 
into the final product. Our legislation specifies 
that each manufacturer of a new automobile 
for sale in the United States shall affix and the 
auto dealer shall maintain on such automobile 
a label indicating the percentage of auto 
equipment which originated in the United 
States. 

Additionally, the label shall indicate the per
centage--by man hour-of labor on such 
automobiles performed by workers in the Unit
ed States in assembling the automobile and 
indicating the name of any country, other than 
the United States, where at least two-thirds of 
the automobile equipment by value in such 
automobile originated. 

Mr. Chairman, both in concept and principal 
the Gephardt-Levin amendment supports the 
spirit of our automobile labeling legislation. 
The amendment ensures that the Japanese 
have at least the same access to our auto 
market as they have negotiated with the Euro
peans and it attempts to codify agreements 
reached between our two nations last January. 

The Gephardt-Levin amendment, as with 
H.R. 4228, is designed to save jobs, expand 
trade and opportunity, and inform concerned 
consumers. It is my hope that many of our col
leagues will recognize the significance of this 
legislation and move to include this provision 
within the Trade Expansion Act of 1992. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendments en bloc offered by the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 260, noes 166, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 272] 

AYE8-260 
Abercrombie Bryant Dellums 
Ackerman Burton Derrick 
Anderson Bustamante Dingell 
Andrews (ME) Byron Donnelly 
Andrews (NJ) Campbell (CO) Dorgan (ND) 
Annunzio Cardin Duncan 
Applegate Carper Durbin 
Asp in Carr Dwyer 
Atkins Chapman Dymally 
AuCoin Clay Early 
Bennett Clement Eckart 
Bentley Coleman (MO) Edwards (CA) 
Bevill Co111ns (IL) Edwards (OK) 
Bilbray Col11ns (MI) Edwards (TX) 
Bilirakis Combest Emerson 
Blackwell Condit Engel 
Boehlert Conyers English 
Bonior Costello Erdreich 
Borski Cox (IL) Espy 
Boucher Coyne Evans 
Boxer Cramer Ewing 
Brewster Darden Fascell 
Brooks Davis Fazio 
Browder de 1a Garza Feighan 
Brown DeFazio Flake 
Bruce De Lauro Foglletta 
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Ford (MI) 
Ford(TN) 
Frank(MA) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gepbardt 
Geren 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Guarini 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holloway 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones(GA) 
Jones(NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Ka.ptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehma.n (CA) 
Lehma.n (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis(GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 

Allard 
Allen 
Andrews (TX) 
Anthony 
Archer 
Anney 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Bennan 
BUley 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (TX) 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 

Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDade 
McMUlen(MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller(CA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Murphy 
Murtha. 
Nagle 
Na.tcher 
Neal (MA) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Pa.rker 
Pastor 
Pa.tterson 
Pa.yne (NJ) 
Pa.yne· (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Posha.rd 
Price 
Ra.ha.ll 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roukema 

NOE8-166 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Downey 
Dreier 
Fa well 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Gordon 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Ha.mmerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hopkins 
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Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sa.bo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Sarpa.lius 
Sa.va.ge 
Sa.wyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Sla.ttery 
Sla.ughter 
Smith(NJ) 
Snowe 
Sola.rz 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Sta.llings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Ta.llon 
Ta.nner 
Ta.uzin 
Ta.ylor(MS) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torrtcelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Wa.lsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 

Houghton 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasich 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lea.ch 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Ma.chtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Ma.tsui 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrary 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
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McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller(OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molina.rt 
Moorhead 
Morella. 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Myers 
Nea.l(NC) 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Olin 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta. 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 

Alexander 
Hatcher 
Hefner 

Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Rhodes 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rohraba.cher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Sha.ys 
Skeen 
Smith (IA) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 

NOT VOTING-a 
Lent 
Lewis (FL) 
Moran 

0 1602 

Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Synar 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Waxman 
Weber 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Smith(FL) 
Traxler 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Traxler for, with Mr. Lewis of Florida 

against. 
Mr. GONZALEZ changed his vote 

from "no" to "aye." 
So the amendments en bloc were 

agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the committee amendment in the na
ture of a substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Under the rule, the Committee rises. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. HOYER) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. VALEN
TINE, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 5100) to strengthen the inter
national trade position of the United 
States, pursuant to House Resolution 
510, he reported the bill back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on the 
amendment to the Committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute? If 
not, the question is on the Committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, as amended. 

The Committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. ARCHER 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. ARCHER. I am, in its present 
form, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. ARCHER moves to recommit the bill, 

H.R. 5100, to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The motion to recommit was re
jected. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 280, nays 
145, not voting 9, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bennan 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Cha.pman 
Cla.y 
Clement 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la. Ga.rza· 
DeFa.zio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dingell 
Dixon 

[Roll No. 273] 
YEA8-280 

Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Ea.rly 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fla.ke 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford(TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gepbardt 
Geren 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gua.rtni 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holloway 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 

Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
KUdee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman(CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Ma.nton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McGrath 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
MUler (CA) 
Min eta. 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha. 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowa.k 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
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Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens(NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 

Allard 
Allen 
Anthony 
Archer 
Anney 
Bacchus 
Ba.ker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Ba.rton 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Dornan(CA) 
Dreier 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks(CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 

Alexander 
Brooks 
Hatcher 

Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpa.lius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Senaenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (lA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 

NAY8-145 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Ha.naen 
Ha.stert 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (TX) 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella. 
Morrison 

NOT VOTING-9 
Hefner 
Lent 
Lewis (FL) 

0 1624 

Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Syna.r 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Olin 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Pickett 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Rhodes 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rohra.ba.cher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Shaw 
Skeen 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Tanner 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Valentine 
Vander Ja.gt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Smith(FL) 
Traxler 
Whitten 
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On this vote: 
Mr. Traxler for, with Mr. Lewis of Florida 

against. 
Mr. DICKS and Mr. SWIFT changed 

their vote from "yea" to "nay." 
Mr. PETRI changed his vote from 

"nay" to "yea." 
So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1150, 
illGHER EDUCATION AMEND-
MENTS OF 1992 
Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 

the order of the House of Wednesday, 
July 1, 1992, I call up the conference re
port on the Senate bill (S. 1150) to re
authorize the Higher Education Act of 
1965, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORRES). Pursuant to the order of the 
House of Wednesday, July 1, 1992, the 
conference report is considered as hav
ing been read. 

(For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
June 29, 1992, at page 16717.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. COLE
MAN] will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. FORD]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks, and include extraneous matter, 
on S. 1150, the Senate bill we are about 
to debate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. KlLDEE]. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to engage in a colloquy with the 
chairman of the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. Speaker, is it your understanding 
that students enrolled in credit bearing 
distance learning courses that are de
livered by video cassette or disk are en
titled to full financial aid, provided 
that the same or equivalent courses are 
offered in any form on campus during 
the same award or academic year? 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KILDEE. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

which the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. KILDEE] described will qualify for 
full financial aid under this bill. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
FORD]. 

I rise today to express my strong support for 
the conference agreement on S. 1150, the 
Higher Education Amendments of 1992. I want 
to commend the chairman of the House Edu
cation and Labor Committee, Mr. WILUAM 
FORD, for his leadership in bringing this legis
lation to the House for final approval. During 
his years in the U.S. House of Representa
tives, Chairman FORD has been a leading ex
pert in higher education in our country, and 
this bill is another testament to his commit
ment to improving education in America. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before the 
House today will increase access to higher 
education for all Americans. Under this bill, all 
students will be able to borrow the maximum 
Stafford loan, regardless of family income. The 
bill also significantly increases the maximum 
Stafford loan limit for second through fourth 
year students, and graduate students. More
over, the most financially needy students will 
have the interest on these loans paid for by 
the Federal Government, and the 4 million Pell 
grant recipients will receive an increase in 
their financial aid. 

The legislation also establishes a direct loan 
program that will enable institutions of higher 
education to become more involved in the 
Federal Student Loan Program. While I would 
have preferred a much larger direct loan pro
gram, I believe this demonstration project will 
prove that a much broader direct loan program 
is warranted. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the House 
Subcommittee on Post-Secondary Education, I 
would like to comment on a few specific provi
sions in this legislation that I personally 
worked on, and I believe will improve both 
quality and access to higher education in our 
country. 

I worked very closely with members of the 
library community to ensure that title II of this 
bill, the academic libraries and informational 
services, would provide the necessary re
sources to meet the challenges facing our Na
tion's higher education libraries. The con
ference agreement includes language that sig
nificantly increases the authorization levels for 
parts A, B, C, and D of title II. The changes 
in title II will assist college and university li
braries to acquire technology and equipment 
to improve research capabilities in many dif
ferent areas, including informational tech
nology. In addition, this bill provides funding 
for the education and training of persons in li
brary and information science, and enhanced 
informational delivery systems. 

The conference agreement also helps the 
Nation's largest research libraries in maintain
ing and strengthening their research collec
tions, and allowing those resources to be used 
by libraries across the country. Finally, the bill 
assists historically black colleges and univer
sities and other minority-serving institutions in 
developing stronger library programs, and to 
help train individuals in these fields. 

The Clerk announced the following Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
that is correct. These individuals 

I am also pleased that the conference 
agreement contains strong provisions in title 
VIII, the section pertaining to cooperative edu-pair: 



July 8, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 18255 
cation. I worked with the members of the co
operative education community, including rep
resentatives from GMI Engineering & Manage
ment Institute in my district, to ensure that co
operative education programs are allowed to 
expand in the future. I strongly believe that the 
work experience gained through cooperative 
education is important in helping students ac
cess the work force. Cooperative education 
also benefits companies who are able to hire 
graduating students who they have personally 
trained and have had the opportunity to view 
their capabilities on a first-hand basis. 

The conference agreement raises the au
thorization levels for cooperative education 
programs to all-time levels. This money will be 
used to help institutions of higher education to 
establish and expand cooperative education 
programs. S. 1150 also authorizes funding for 
demonstration and innovative projects, as well 
as for training personnel in the field of cooper
ative education, providing technical assist
ance, and resource centers and basic re
search. 

Mr. Speaker, I was very pleased that I was 
able to work out a compromise on provisions 
relating to the definition of economic hardship 
as an eligible criterion for receiving a loan 
deferment. Working with such diverse groups 
as the International Liaison of Lay Volunteers 
in Mission and the American Medical Associa
tion, I was also able to draft a provision that 
protects those who engage in full-time, low
paid community service work and high-debt 
medical resident students who can not afford 
to immediately pay back their loans. 

Under this provision, the Secretary of Edu
cation is directed to implement regulations, 
through the negotiated regulation process, that 
establish the minimum wage rate and the pov
erty line as a floor for economic hardship. In 
addition, the language specifically states that 
the Secretary shall consider the borrower's in
come and debt-to-income ratio as primary fac
tors in drafting these regulations. I would urge 
the Secretary to work with those interested 
parties, including the International Liaison of 
Lay Volunteers in Mission and the American 
Medical Association, to draft regulations that 
are fair and equitable. Moreover, I strongly 
supported a provision in the conference agree
ment that continues to allow deferments for 
those medical residents who had already ob
tained student loans prior to July 1, 1993. This 
provision will ensure fairness and continuity in 
the financial aid program. 

Mr. Speaker, I am also very supportive of 
the provisions in the conference agreement 
that allows for full financial aid for those stu
dents enrolled in credit bearing distance learn
ing courses that are delivered by video cas
sette or disk as long as the same or equiva
lent courses are offered in any form on cam
pus during the same award or academic year. 
A few minutes ago, I engaged in a colloquy 
with the chairman of the House Education and 
Labor Committee, Mr. FORD, to reaffirm this 
issue. I believe this provision will enable many 
smaller and rural schools that do not have 
large financial resources, to offer a broader 
range of classes for its students. 

Mr. Speaker, there is one issue, however, 
that I am deeply concerned with that was not 
resolved during the conference committee. 
The 1990 OBRA legislation prevents schools 

from receiving title IV, part B loans if their 
three most recent cohort default rates ex
ceeded an established trigger. The law ex
cluded historically black colleges and univer
sities and tribally controlled schools because 
of the large at-risk populations. The law also 
allowed institutions to appeal its loss of eligi
bility, based upon certain criteria, including ex
ceptional mitigating circumstances. Unfortu
nately, many schools across the country that 
served a majority of at-risk students, but were 
not granted exemptions, were caught in a 
unique situation. 

I was deeply concerned when I saw the 
Secretary's regulations that, in effect, disquali
fied all schools from meeting the exceptional 
mitigating circumstances criteria. I would urge 
the Secretary to review the exceptional miti
gating circumstances regulations, and imple
ment new guidelines that are more reasonable 
for those schools who serve a majority of eco
nomically vulnerable students. 

Finally, I want to express my support for a 
provision in the conference agreement that al
lowed for the eligibility of short-term programs 
in the Student Financial Aid Program. These 
short-term programs serve a valuable pur
pose, and schools should not be summarily 
punished because they offer short-term pro
grams. The House bill initially eliminated the 
eligibility for these short programs, and I was 
pleased to work with my colleague, Mr. GOOD
LING, to restore the eligibility of these pro
grams. In my own district, the Ross Medical 
School offers several worthy classes that have 
helped train many unemployed people in the 
Flint area. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1992 are an important step in 
ensuring all Americans can afford to attend an 
institution of higher education. As our country 
continues to compete in the international mar
ketplace, we need to ensure our work force is 
ready and able to meet those challenges. This 
legislation gives our country's students the 
needed resources to prepare for the future. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 41/2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the 
House is considering the conference re
port on S. 1150, the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1992. I urge my col
leagues to join me in support of this 
important legislation. 

We started the process of reauthoriz
ing the Higher Education Act over 18 
months ago. The conference report be
fore us today reflects many hours of 
hard work and compromise by Repub
licans and Democrats in the Congress, 
the Department of Education and the 
White House. I am pleased that we, in 
the Congress, and those in the adminis
tration have been able to work out our 
differences on this vital piece of legis
lation. Our agreement demonstrates 
that legislative gridlock can be over
come and that Government can be re
sponsive to the needs of the American 
people. 

I commend my colleagues in both 
Houses of Congress and on both sides of 
the aisle, especially Chairman BILL 
FORD, and ranking Republican BILL 
GooDLING. I also commend Secretary 

Alexander and President Bush for their 
willingness to work with the Congress 
to ensure that this legislation, so vi
tally important to students and their 
families, is enacted this year. 

S. 1150 reauthorizes the Higher Edu
cation Act for 5 years. It makes a num
ber of significant and fundamental 
changes in the scheme of Federal sup
port of higher education. 

The bill improves student aid oppor
tunities for hard-pressed middle-in
come families who increasingly find 
paying for a college education beyond 
their financial means, by: 

Eliminating consideration of home 
and family farm equity from the cal
culation of a student's eligibility for 
student grant or loan assistance; 

Revising the Pell Grant Program, so 
that when funded at the $3,700 maxi
mum award, a family of four with an 
income of up to $42,000 will be eligible 
to receive a Pell grant award. Under S. 
1150, an additional 1 million students 
are expected to become eligible to re
ceive Pell grant awards in the first 
year of the authorization; 

Expanding eligibility for guaranteed 
student loans to an additional 900,000 
students, most of whom will come from 
middle-income families; 

Adding an additional education sav
ings protection allowance so that fami
lies who have saved for their children's 
education will not be punished for 
doing so. This allowance is equal to the 
amount of the family's expected family 
contribution; 

Creating a new, unsubsidized loan 
program which will ensure that edu
cational loans are available to families 
who may not meet the needs test in the 
regular loan program but need help 
paying for their children's college edu
cation. Approximately 800,000 students 
are expected to borrow federally guar
anteed loans under this program in fis
cal year 1993, and up to 1.3 million are 
expected to be participating by fiscal 
year 1997. 

Students and their families are fre
quently not well-informed about the 
availability of Federal student aid, the 
range of postsecondary education op
tions, and the appropriate high school 
programs that lead to postsecondary 
education. The bill improves outreach 
and early intervention by: 

Creating a pre-eligibility form to 
provide early notice to students of 
their potential for Federal aid; 

Strengthening the existing TRIO pro
grams; 

Creating a new Federal-State part
nership to provide tutoring and student 
advisement; 

Developing a national computer net
work of financial aid information. 

Many students and their families are 
denied access to student aid because 
they cannot navigate through the be
wildering complexity of student-aid 
forms and delivery systems. The bill 
seeks to address these problems by: 
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Providing for a single, free Federal 

student application form; 
Allowing students to update their ap

plication from the prior award year 
rather than file a completely new form 
each year; 

Developing a single system of needs 
analysis for assessing a student's finan
cial need; 

Providing for a straightforward sys
tem of student loan deferments. 

Perhaps most important, the bill 
goes beyond trying to correct the pro b
lems with our student aid programs 
which have already occurred and em
phasizes preventing problems in the fu
ture. The bill includes nearly 100 provi
sions to strengthen controls over 
schools to ensure an end to waste and 
abuse and minimize loan defaults. 
Many of these provisions are a direct 
outgrowth of recommendations made 
by the Department of Education's in
spector general. For example, it: 

Spells out minimum standards for 
State licensing. Although State licen
sure has long been a requirement for 
title IV eligibility there have never 
been any clear expectations of what 
State licensure should entail. These 
new standards will ensure that the 
State licensure will really mean some
thing. 

Under the bill, the Secretary of Edu
cation must review all institutions 
wishing to participate in the Federal 
student aid programs against criteria 
such as: default rates; compliance with 
Department of Education title IV re
quirements, and; student complaints. 
Through his review, the Secretary 
identifies institutions who meet this 
criteria and refers them to the State 
for an in-depth review with the State 
postsecondary review agency author
ized to conduct such a review. Under 
this State review, institutions are re
quired to meet published State stand
ards which address: the quality and 
content of the schools programs; finan
cial and administrative capability; suc
cess with regard to student completion; 
student withdrawal and student place
ment rates. Schools that do not meet 
these State standards will be termi
nated from eligibility for continued 
participation in Federal student aid 
programs. 

Strengthens the Department of Edu
cation's hand in its review of institu
tions seeking eligibility for participa
tion in title IV funds. Under this bill, 
every institution seeking participation 
in student aid programs must be recer
tified by the Department of Education 
and regularly re-reviewed. The bill also 
requires that institutional eligibility is 
contingent upon meeting strong ad
ministrative and financial capability 
tests. 

Requires standards by which accredi
tation agencies are to be judged by the 
Secretary. Like State licensure, t he 
Department of Education has often 
overrelied on accreditati on in the re-

view of institutions. Setting out a 
clear articulation of standards for ac
creditation will enhance their role as a 
title IV gatekeeper. 

Strengthens criminal penalties for 
program fraud; 

Prohibits the use of commissioned 
salesmen and recruiters; 

Adds new restrictions on branch cam
puses; 

Removes schools from eligibility who 
have default rates above 25 percent; 

Requires institution's to provide fair 
and equitable complete tuition refunds; 

Tightens the definition of independ
ent student. 

These are but a few of the changes 
that the bill has included to protect 
the substantial Federal investment in 
higher education authorized by this 
bill for the next 5 years. 

The bill also revises title V of the act 
to include some initiatives based upon 
America 2000, for improving the quality 
of teaching in our Nation's schools. It: 

Adopts an alternative certification 
program by which States will develop 
new routes to teacher certification; 

Authorizes national teacher acad
emies to provide inservice training for 
teachers in English, math, science, his
tory, geography, government, and for
eign languages. 

S. 1150 contains a provision for a di
rect-loan demonstration project. I 
originally opposed this provision when 
it was proposed in the House and re
main skeptical that direct Federal 
funding of student loans is a step in the 
right direction. Nonetheless in view of 
the significant interest in this ap
proach, I agree it ought to be tested. 

While the demonstration program au
thorized in this bill is somewhat larger 
than I believe is necessary, it will give 
Congress concrete information on the 
viability of this concept. 

I urge the Department of Education 
to implement the demonstration 
project and I look forward to having an 
opportunity to consider the project's 
results. 

Finally, the conference report con
tains a few provisions which, if isolated 
by themselves, I would not support. 
However, resolving the over 1,500 
points of difference in the House/Sen
ate conference required a great deal of 
negotiation and compromise and in a 
situation like this , one cannot get ev
erything one wants. I believe that the 
end product contained in S. 1150 is 
overwhelmingly favorable enough to 
warrant my support and that of my 
colleagues in this House. 

In closing, I want to thank all of the 
conferees, their staffs and the staff of 
the Office of Legislative Counsel and 
the Office of Education and Public Wel
fare at the Congressional Research 
Service for the tremendous effort that 
was put forth to bring us to the point 
we are at today. 

0 1630 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to enter 

into a colloquy with the chairman of 

the committee at this particular time, 
and again commend the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. FORD] for his ex
traordinary leadership in this bill, pro
viding the good faith effort to resolve 
the differences that we have had be
tween parties and between the 
branches of Government. It is always a 
pleasure to work with the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. FORD], and I am so 
glad to be able to ask him these ques
tions in a colloquy. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the 
distinguished gentleman from Michi
gan a question regarding provisions 
amending section 438(b)(2)(B) which es
tablish a minimum special allowance 
on loans financed with the proceeds of 
tax-exempt obligations. My question is 
whether it is the gentleman's under
standing that the term "applicable in
terest rate" as it appears in section 
438(b)(2)(B) as amended and under cur
rent law means the net interest rate to 
the borrower after rebate of any excess 
interest required to be rebated under 
section 427 A. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
if the gentleman will yield, I thank the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. COLE
MAN] for his kind remarks. I will talk 
about it more later, but once again it 
has been a great pleasure to work with 
a truly bipartisan coalition of our com
mittee led by the gentleman from Mis
souri. 

The term "applicable interest rate" 
in section 438(b )(2)(B) means the rate 
paid by the borrower after receipt of 
any excess interest under section 427A. 
Thus, as an example, the "applicable 
interest rate" on a Stafford loan with a 
stated interest rate of 10 percent on 
which a 2-percent interest rebate was 
paid to the borrower under section 
427A, would be 8 percent. · 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for en
gaging in the colloquy. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 11h minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Washington [Mrs. UNSOELD]. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my understanding that our goal in sec
tion 481(b)(3) of the Higher Education 
Act Amendments of 1992 was to pro
hibit an institution from relying whol
ly on funds provided under this title to 
support the institution's educational 
programs and other activities. It was 
not our intent to impair the ability of 
institutions to maintain and enhance 
the quality of the programs they offer, 
to restrict choice in quality post
secondary education, or to penalize the 
population being served by this title 
because they are financially in need. 
Therefore, I believe that the Secretary 
should include a waiver process for 
those institutions that provide quality 
outcomes in the form of verifiable re
tention and placement rates. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
conference report to reauthorize the 
Higher Education Act of 1965. This cru-
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ciallegislation helps many students re
alize their dream of a college edu
cation, including the nontraditional 
student, who more often than not is a 
woman, is older, or is a single parent. 
I note there is a provision in the cur
rent law which specifically excludes 
from the determination of a student's 
base-year income the income of a 
spouse who has died, or from whom the 
student has been separated or divorced. 
This is important, since a student's 
base-year income is the basis on which 
their projected income during the 
award year is determined. Thus, in the 
case of a woman who has been recently 
divorced, separated, or widowed, this 
provision ensured that her spouse's in
come-to which she no longer has ac
cess-would not be included in the cal
culation of her financial aid. The bill 
passed by this body dealt with this 
issue by using the projected-year in
come, rather than the base-year in
come, for all independent students. The 
Senate bill maintained the specific ex
clusion for widowed, divorced, and sep
arated students. Mr. Speaker, let me 
ask the committee chairman, is my un
derstanding correct that financial aid 
administrators will use their profes
sional judgment to adjust the income 
of students who are recently divorced, 
separated, or widowed by excluding 
from calculation their former spouse's 
income? 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
if the gentlewoman will yield, yes, that 
is correct. The individuals you just de
scribed certainly deserve access to a 
college education, and should not have 
their former spouse's income included 
in the determination of their financial 
need. The financial aid administrator's 
professional judgment in excluding the 
income of a former spouse is certainly 
appropriate in these cases. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the Higher Edu
cation Act Amendments of 1992, legis
lation that will expand opportunities 
so all Americans can attend college, 
trade, and technical schools. 

This legislation not only increases 
grants and extends loans to more mid
dle class families, but eases the way for 
nontraditional students by raising 
child care allowances, removing home 
equity from the needs analysis and 
making aid available to part-time stu
dents. It also simplifies the application 
process and strengthens the integrity 
of our Federal financial aid program. 

I wish the bill could go further. But 
in view of the budget crisis-a $400 bil
lion deficit and a $4 trillion Federal 
debt-we just cannot afford this year 
to do that. This legislation does invest 
the money we have more effectively 
and does make every family in Amer
ica eligible for some form of financial 
aid to help students continue their edu
cation. This is an investment that will 
pay dividends for all of us. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 31h minutes to the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GooD
LING], the ranking member on the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. This 
gentleman helped bring us together 
again to resolve our differences on this 
particular bill, and I thank the gen
tleman for his leadership on the Higher 
Education Act. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, first I want to com
pliment the chairman and ranking 
member. If anybody did not get to be 
heard on this issue, then it is their 
fault. The chairman had 44 hearings, 
some in Washington, some all over the 
country. So if anybody was denied an 
opportunity to be heard, they sure 
must have been alseep at the switch. 
Both the chairman and the ranking 
member worked long hours to bring 
what I think is an outstanding higher 
education bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also be remiss if 
I did not thank the staff members, be
cause they spent probably hundreds of 
hours here and also dealing with the 
other body, and our membership on the 
House side can certainly be proud of 
their work. Rose DeNapoli, Jo-Marie 
St. Martin, Andy Hartman, Jay Eagen, 
Lynn Selmser, Linda Castleman, Tom 
Wolanin, Diane Stark, Maureen Long, 
Helen E. McGinnis, Gloria Wastson, 
and Steve Cope, the legislative counsel. 
If I missed anybody, I apologize. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support for 
many, many reasons. First of all, as 
was mentioned, the needs analysis has 
been changed. That means middle in
come America has a much better op
portunity to avail themselves of these 
opportunities in higher education. 

Second, it simplifies the program for 
students and financial aid administra
tors. We heard a lot of people asking to 
please do that. 

Third, it includes some parts of bills 
that I had introduced: changes in title 
V, educator recruitment, retention, 
and development, which are programs 
for teacher education and recruitment 
through State and local programs. Also 
additions to title I, articulation agree
ments between 2-year colleges and 4-
year colleges in order to assure that 
academic credit earned by a student at 
a 2-year institution will be transferable 
to a 4-year institution. Also, as was 
mentioned, the program integrity sec
tion has been increased dramatically 
and should help us with our default 
problems. 

Finally, I am pleased that the bill in
cludes an amendment to retain eligi
bility for quality short-term programs, 
those of less than 600 clock hours. 

I would like to engage the gentleman 
from Michigan, the chairman of the 
Education and Labor Committee, in a 
colloquy regarding the amendment to 
restore eligibility for title IV student 
loans to students attending programs 
of less than 600 hours. Is it the chair
man's understanding of the amendment 

that institutions with less than 600 
hour programs, that are currently eli
gible under the Higher Education Act, 
will remain eligible until July 1, 1993, 
and that after July 1, 1993, only those 
institutions providing courses of less 
than 600 hours which have met the 
standards of the Secretary's regula
tions will be eligible? 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. The gen
tleman is correct. That is my under
standing. 

Mr. GOODLING. Second, is it the 
chairman's understanding that we ex
pect the Secretary to define comple
tion rates as they are defined in the 
Student Right to Know Act and to de
fine placement rates in a comparable 
manner? 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. The gen
tleman is correct. That is my under
standing. 

Mr. GOODLING. Finally, is it also 
the chairman's understanding that the 
Secretary should expedite the promul
gation of regulations to provide insti
tutions with a reasonable opportunity 
to satisfy the conditions contained in 
the regulations prior to July 1, 1993? 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. The gen
tleman is correct. That is my under
standing. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman and the ranking 
member for all the hard work that has 
been put into a very, very fine piece of 
legislation. Without that leadership, of 
course, we would not be here today. I 
thank the gentleman very much be
cause it means a lot to an awful lot of 
Americans. 

0 1640 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us 
is entitled the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1992. It could also be 
appropriately called the Middle Income 
Student Assistance Act. For that is 
what it is. This bill opens up the Fed
eral student aid programs to students 
from middle income, working families. 
It is an important bill for every Mem
ber of Congress who wants to do some
thing that will actually help those 
families. Earlier in this Congress I in
troduced a bill that expanded Federal 
student aid programs to the middle 
class. That legislation was cosponsored 
by 71 Members of this body. The legis
lation before us today incorporates the 
major provisions of that bill. 

There are a number of provisions in 
this bill that by themselves would 
make this legislation deserving of sup
port. The bill provides assistance to 
our Nation's college libraries. It makes 
improvements in teacher training pro
grams. It supports programs that blend 
school and work. And it enhances for
eign language training. But make no 
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mistake about it, the heart and soul of 
this bill is what it does for middle in
come, working families, the bedrock of 
our Federal tax system, who are find
ing it increasingly difficult to finance 
their children's college education. This 
bill makes these families eligible for 
Federal college aid. 

Mr. Speaker, we are all aware of re
cent reports that have chronicled what 
actually happened economically to 
families during the past decade. We 
know that the rich got richer, and the 
poor poorer. And middle income folks 
have been caught in the middle of that 
income squeeze. Nowhere is this more 
apparent than when it comes time to 
pay for their kids' college education. 
Middle income, working families have 
seen college tuition rise four times as 
fast as their disposable income, and 
total college costs three times as fast. 
These families have now gotten to the 
point where they can no longer provide 
their children with better opportuni
ties than their parents provided for 
them. We are close to losing that cov
enant that has inspired this country, 
where each new generation of Ameri
cans have more opportunities and bet
ter chances and bigger hopes than pre
vious ones. That was the American 
dream and for middle income, working 
folks, that dream is quickly disappear
ing. Today we act to restore that 
dream. 

Let me comment briefly on one of 
the provisions in this bill that would 
help families in my State. I live in a 
State that has a lot of folks who live in 
rural areas and on farms. These fami
lies have suffered quite a bit through 
the 1980's. These families are good, 
hard working folks, and they want to 
send their kids to college. But they 
find that the current student aid sys
tem makes them ineligible for student 
aid. The system assumes that they can 
mortgage their home or the family 
farm to raise money to pay for college. 
I do not think a family should have to 
make that choice-to choose whether 
they will mortgage their home, or their 
farm, or not send their kid to college. 
This is not a fair choice. And every 
farmer I have talked to in Montana 
tells me that the cost of operating a 
farm has become far greater than the 
return most farmers are receiving on 
their products, so that even if they 
wanted to mortgage their farm to pay 
for college, they would find few lenders 
willing to lend them the money. We 
must change this, so that the value of 
a family's home or farm will not be 
counted as an asset available to be 
used to pay for college. This bill makes 
that change. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill makes an in
vestment in our most precious national 
resource, the American people. It opens 
up our current system of student aid to 
the children of middle income, working 
families. With its adoption, every fam
ily will be eligible to borrow at low in-

terest rates to pay for college under 
my new Federal Student Loan Program 
beginning this fall. And starting next 
July, the value of a family home or 
farm will no longer be counted in de
termining eligibility for the rest of the 
Federal student aid programs, includ
ing Pell grants. These amendments 
represent a big victory for middle in
come folks struggling to pay college 
bills. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 21/2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI], 
whose ideas are incorporated in this 
conference report. The gentleman has 
given us a lot of good ideas, and he has 
been a very active member of our sub
committee. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
colleague for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the conference report. As a member 
of the subcommittee with jurisdiction, 
I went into this reauthorization rec
ognizing that our system of post
secondary education is the best in the 
world. The job before us was to keep it 
that way, and to ensure that every 
American has access to it. 

This bill is a big step toward these 
goals, and I would like to commend our 
colleagues BILL FORD, BILL GOODLING, 
and TOM COLEMAN. Without their lead
ership, our success here wouldn't have 
been possible. 

An educated work force is a crucial 
key to a dynamic economy. One very 
efficient way to encourage that, I have 
long argued, is to make all Americans 
eligible for student loans on which the 
repayment is related to the borrowers' 
postschool income and collected as in
come taxes by the IRS. Therefore, I'm 
excited by the bill's major strides in 
that area, especially the authorization 
for converting defaulted and endan
gered loans to income-dependent re
payment. 

Clearly, former students who are 
having trouble repaying their loans are 
most in need of income-dependent re
payment. These two provisions, sec
tions 416(t) and 429, will not only help 
such borrowers, but should eventually 
eliminate the whole problem of student 
loan defaults. 

Note that these provisions cannot be 
put into effect unless the Secretary of 
Education can establish an effective 
collection mechanism and unless they 
will clearly save money. 

It is the intent of the backers of 
these provisions that the terms of col
lection mirror as closely as possible 
those found in H.R. 2336, the Income
Dependent Education Assistance Act. 
The basic model in H.R. 2336 is simply 
the only one yet proposed that will 
work, and I stand ready to assist the 
administration in the development of 
this program. 

It is the further intent of income-de
pendent repayment supporters that the 

Secretary should reach agreement with 
the IRS to have the IRS collect these 
loans. Realistically, this is the only 
way income dependence can work well. 

Clearly, this must be discussed with 
the House Ways and Means and Senate 
Finance Committees, which could pro
hibit IRS involvement through an 
amendment to a tax bill. It is neither 
our intent, nor is it possible, for us to 
infringe on another committee's juris
diction. 

Finally, the conference report con
tains a direct lending pilot program, in 
which 35 percent of the participating 
schools will offer students the option of 
income-dependent repayment. If the 
IRS is to be involved in the collection 
of converted defaulted and endangered 
loans, then it is reasonable for it to 
collect all income-dependent loans. 
However, it may not be practical for 
the IRS to collect income-dependent 
loans under more than one set of 
terms. 

Therefore, I believe that the con
ference report allows the same set of 
terms set out in H.R. 2336 to be applied 
to all of these programs. 

I am pleased that this conference re
port contains these forward looking 
provisions and I am hopeful we can de
velop them into a successful operating 
program and an exciting model for the 
future. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PETRI. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
commend the gentleman for his state
ment. For 30 years I have had a bill in 
to permit students to repay NDSL or 
Perkins loans as a percentage of their 
income as an alternative to the rigid 
10-percent program that we have had. 
This is the most advanced thing that 
we have done in the way of student 
loans. We are getting back $600 per 
year. If we had expanded that program 
with the new repayment feature, col
lege financial officers would now have 
far more adequate resources for needy 
students and there would not be any 
defaults. I commend the gentleman for 
his statement in support of this 
appoach. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
the gentleman. We will have to work 
with the Committee on Appropriations 
and the Committee on Ways and Means 
in perfecting this. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MARTINEZ]. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the conference re
port. 

Mr. Speaker, the American success 
story was built on the foundation of 
education. From Jefferson's northwest 
ordinance schools to Lincoln's land 
grant colleges to Truman's GI bill for 
education to Johnson's student aid pro
grams, education has transformed the 
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Nation to build a better future. Study 
after study shows that education is far, 
far more important than virtually any 
other factor in building economic 
change. Quite simply, jail costs more 
than Yale-and Yale pays better for 
the individual and for the Nation. 

For the past 12 years the policies of 
the current and the past administra
tions have been building the Great Di
vide between those able to afford the 
best private schools and those of us 
who hope for a restoration of the 
schools that have built the American 
community and that helped make 
America a world leader. 

Those administrations have pursued 
policies and politics that put college 
out of reach not only for the poor, but 
even for many in the middle class. 

The proportion of blacks and his
panics in college has actually fallen. 

In fact, this year for the first time in 
a long time, total spending on higher 
education-including expenditures by 
the State&-is less than the year be
fore. 

When it comes to education, the 
American people want to know "where 
in the world is the education Presi
dent?" Let me give you an example. 
TRIO has been highly effect! ve in 
boosting college success of low-income 
students. 

Two years ago the Department of 
Education recognized East Los Angeles 
College as having one of the 10 best 
TRIO Upward Bound Programs in the 
Nation. This was confirmed again last 
October when the Department of Edu
cation provided funds to expand the 
program. Today, the Department is 
canceling funding for this program 
that it has called one of the best in the 
Nation. 

As a result of the current administra
tion's policies that East Los Angeles 
College Upward Bound Program that 
placed 97 percent of the students who 
completed its program in college&-in
cluding in institutions such as the Uni
versity of California at Berkeley and 
MIT-is being shut down. It would sim
ply be silly if it were not so sad. 

There are problems with other TRIO 
programs as well. While more Ameri
cans live in California than in any 
other State, there is not a single TRIO 
Educational Opportunity Center in the 
entire State of California. 

The administration shows the same 
lack of responsiveness to educational 
needs at the national level. 

As Ben Franklin said, education is 
the best investment-yet the adminis
tration demanded that provisions as
suring adequate funding for Pell 
Grants for low-income students be 
stripped from this bill. I regret that 
Congress surrendered on this initiative 
to invest in America. 

And even though Congress gave in to 
the President on the issue of student 
aid for low income students, the Presi
dent still threatened to veto this bill 

until a few days ago because of a pilot 
program for direct lending to college 
student&-something that America has 
successfully done for decades through 
the Higher Education Act's Perkins 
Loan Program. The President threat
ened to veto this bill because it used 
money for student aid rather than for 
bankers' fees. Only after cosmetic 
changes were made in that provision 
was the President finally able to find 
his way to supporting higher edu
cation. 

Again, America must wonder where 
in the world is our education presi
dent? He certainly is not in America's 
schools, he certainly is not supporting 
real change to demand educational ex
cellence for all Americans. Educational 
excellence and accountability require 
more than speeches from distant shores 
or cheerleading in the Rose Garden. I 
urge that my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle join in supporting this vital 
legislation that expands access to high
er education-and I urge that we con
tinue to work together to build the 
foundations of a better America that 
ensures quality education and oppor
tunity to every American. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 21h minutes to the gen
tlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs. Rou
KEMA], whose contributions to this bill 
are many and I thank her for her con
tributions leading to the success of this 
effort. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the conference re
port on the higher education bill-S. 
1150. 

Mr. Speaker, we have before us today 
the product of nearly 2 years of work. 
This measure to reauthorize for 5 years 
the Higher Education Act is the single 
most significant education initiative 
to come before thi&-the 102d Congress. 
And earn for this House the title, the 
Education Congress. The Higher Edu
cation Amendments of 1992 will ensure 
that millions of low and middle-income 
students have access to Federal stu
dent aid dollars. This legislation is 
good news for parents and students who 
have been closed not of the program in 
recent years. Through the complete 
elimination from the needs analysis of 
home and family farm equi ty-effec
ti ve beginning with the 1993-94 school 
year-this legislation expands access to 
hundreds of thousands of additional 
students. This change-which I pro
posed-is particularly welcome in high 
cost areas of the country such as mine, 
where many families are house-rich, 
but cash-poor. Unless we expect people 
to sell their family home or take out a 
second mortgage to cover the high cost 
of a college education, it is not appro
priate to consider home equity in de
termining eligibility for student's aid 
programs. With this change we elimi
nate the regional bias of the previous 
formula. 

Mr. Speaker, some may say that this 
conference agreement will harm the 

proprietary trade school sector. How 
can we go too far to protect taxpayer 
dollars and students' own money? I say 
that we cannot go far enough, nor 
move swiftly enough when we are los
ing $3.6 billion annually in defaulted 
student loans. In fact, to date we have 
amassed a loss of approximately $17 
billion in student loan defaults. 

This conference agreement contains 
nearly 100 sorely needed program re
form&-they are good for students and 
good for taxpayers. Numerous and well
documented accounts of unscrupulous, 
for-profit trade schools have finally led 
both Houses of Congress to recognize 
that we need to institute serious pro
gram reforms. These reforms are in
tended to put an end to risk-free Fed
eral subsidies for those who promise 
students a good education that leads to 
a good job and then fail to deliver on 
that promise-at the expense of both 
students and the American taxpayer. 

Many of the program integrity provi
sions that I sought were included in 
the bill that was developed by the Edu
cation and Labor Committee. These in
clude my proposals to preclude the use 
by schools of commissioned salesman 
and recruiters and to require pro rata 
tuition refunds, increased information 
from borrowers, and improved exit 
interviews. 

Also, I was pleased to join with our 
able colleague from California, Ms. W A
TERs-whose commitment to protect
ing the interests of students cannot be 
questioned-and our very able col
league from Tennessee, Mr. GoRDON, in 
seeking additional program reforms on 
the floor of this House. A number of 
our proposals, which were strongly sup
ported by the Bush administration, 
were adopted on the House floor. Un
fortunately, not all of these provisions 
survived the conference. A number of 
these reforms did, however, and I can 
assure my colleagues that many of the 
constructive program reforms that 
were included in the Senate bill are 
also part of this conference agreement. 

Among the most important program 
reforms is the reduction to 25 percent 
of the so-called 3 consecutive year co
hort default rate threshold-initially 
adopted by the House pursuant to my 
floor amendment. Presently, under the 
Omnibus Budget Act of 1990 the default 
rate cutoff of 35 percent will drop to 30 
percent in fiscal 1993. This conference 
agreement will reduce that threshold 
to 25 percent effective in fiscal year 
1994. No longer will fraudulent trade 
schools continue to defraud the tax
payers year after year and victimize 
the students. 

This conference report-like the 
House-passed bill-will trigger a care
ful State review of schools that-based 
on certain indicator&-may not be pro
viding a quality educational program 
and/or may be mismanaging Federal 
student aid dollars. One of the indica
tors that is included in the conference 
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agreement-pursuant to my floor 
amendment-is a 25-percent default 
rate in any given year. 

Another important reform that was 
sponsored by Congresswoman WATERS 
is included in this conference agree
ment. This amendment precludes non
degree granting proprietary schools 
that receive more than 85 percent of 
their total revenues from title IV stu
dent aid programs from future partici
pation in such programs-subject to 
regulations developed by the Secretary 
of Education. 

Both on the House floor last March, 
and as a conferee, I strongly supported 
Mr. GoRDON's proposal to cutoff eligi
bility in the Pell grant program to 
schools that lose their student loan eli
gibility due to 3 consecutive years 
more of unacceptably high default 
rates. Unfortunately, the amendment 
was deleted in conference, despite the 
overwhelming wisdom and logic of our 
position. Why should these schools be 
given grant money when they are dis
qualified from student loans. This is a 
weak provision but not enough to war
rant a rejection of this legislation. 

Another amendment-which received 
the overwhelming support of the 
House-is not included in the con
ference agreement. This proposal to 
eliminate Pell grant awards to incar
cerated individuals-that was spon
sored by our colleagues, Mr. GoRDON 
and Mr. COLEMAN-was strongly op
posed by a large majority of the con
ferees. Thankfully, at least the Senate 
bill's restrictions on prisoner eligi
bility are included in this conference 
report. At least we can tell our con
stituents that those on death row will 
no longer receive the Pell grants their 
sons and daughters need to pursue 
their educations. 

I am particularly pleased to point 
out to my colleagues that this con
ference report-unlike the bill that 
passed this House on March 26-in
creases Stafford loan limits for stu
dents who have successfully completed 
their first year of study-effective be
ginning with the 1993-94 school year. 
Stafford loan limits have not been in
creased since 1987. Yet, over the last 
decade college costs have increased 
dramatically. The cost of attendance 
at 4-year public institutions has in
creased by 85 percent and the cost of 
attendance at our Nation's private col
leges has increased by more than 107 
percent. 

In very recent years, we have seen 
tremendous increases in the tuitions at 
a number of public institutions whose 
revenues have eroded due to the States' 
budgetary shortfalls. In fact, tuitions 
charged by many public institutions 
now rival those charged by many pri
vate institutions. 

Last fall, during Education and 
Labor Committee markup of the higher 
education bill, I offered an amendment 
to increase Stafford loan limits. My 

amendment was defeated on a party 
line vote. Last March, I offered a floor 
amendment to increase Stafford loan 
limits. My amendment was supported 
by the Bush administration and a large 
number of higher education organiza
tions, including the American Council 
on Education [ACE], the National As
sociation of Independent Colleges and 
Universities [NICU], the National Edu
cation Association [NEA], the Associa
tion of American Medical Colleges 
[AAMC], the American Association of 
Dentistry Schools [AADS], and the 
American Association of Colleges of 
Pharmacy [AACP]. 

Unfortunately, even though I pro
posed to offset the cost of the proposed 
loan limit increases, my amendment 
was brought down by a point of order. 
Thus, today I am pleased to tell my 
colleagues, the higher education com
munity, and students and their fami
lies that we have finally prevailed. 

I would have liked to provide for even 
larger increases in Stafford loan limits 
particularly for first year students. 

This was not financially feasible. 
However, this conference agreement 
provides for much-needed increases in 
Stafford loan limits for second-year 
undergraduates from $2,625 to $3,500; for 
undergraduates who have successfully 
completed their second year of study 
from $4,000 to $5,500; and for graduate 
study from $7,500 to $8,500. 

The conference report also provides 
for a floating interest rate on Stafford 
loans, capping interest at a maximum 
rate of 9 percent for the life of the loan. 
Any so-called windfall that results 
when Treasury bill rates are low-as 
they have been in recent months-will 
no longer accrue to the lenders. Under 
this conference report, students will 
pay lower rates when T-bill rates are 
low. Students-rather than lenders
will benefit. 

This conference report also addresses 
the concerns expressed by many medi
cal students and residents who must 
incur significant debt in order to fi
nance their medical education. Al
though both the House and Senate bills 
eliminated a number of the 12 specific 
student loan deferment categories, this 
conference agreement includes the 
most advantageous provisions from 
both bills from the perspective of medi
cal students and physician residents. 
First, in response to the legitimate 
concerns raised by those pursuing their 
medical degrees, language was added to 
the House bill directing the Secretary 
of Education to consider debt-to-in
come ratio as a primary factor in de
termining economic hardshil}-one of 
three new deferment categories. In 
fact, this language was developed by 
the Association of American Medical 
Colleges. 

Further, inclusion in this conference 
agreement of the Senate bill's grand
father clause-will ensure that this 
change will not apply to those borrow-

ers who are already in the pipeline
those who take out their first loan 
prior to fiscal year 1993. 

Like the House-passed bill, the con
ference agreement establishes a new, 
so-called unsubsidized loan program 
that will function just like the Stafford 
program with two important dif
ferences. First, unlike the Stafford pro
gram, students who cannot dem
onstrate financial need will be eligible 
for this new program. Second, the in
terest on such loans will be capitalized 
during the in-school period. Student 
borrowers will have the option of pay
ing the interest while they are in 
school or having the interest added to 
their outstanding loan balance. Stu
dents who are unable to qualify for a 
full Stafford loan will be able to borrow 
an additional amount-up to the appli
cable Stafford limit-under this new, 
less subsidized program. These new 
loans-which were developed by our 
committee chairman, Mr. FORD, and 
the ranking member of the Postsecond
ary Education Subcommittee, Mr. 
COLEMAN, to provide a new financial 
aid option for middle-income students 
who are deemed ineligible for need
based aid-will become available Octo
ber 1, 1992. 

This conference agreement-like the 
House-passed bill-expands the borrow
ing capacity of parents under the 
PLUS Program. Creditworthy parents 
will be able to borrow up to the cost of 
attendance less other financial aid. 
Also, the current interest cap on PLUS 
is reduced from 12 to 10 percent. 

The conference report also expands 
the borrowing capacity of independent 
students under the Supplemental 
Loans for Students [SLS] Program. An
nual SLS limits for undergraduates 
who have successfully completed their 
second year of study are increased from 
$4,000 to $5,000. The limits for graduate 
students are increased from $5,000 to 
$10,000. The interest rate cap for SLS 
loans is reduced from 12 to 11 percent. 

Effective for the 1993-94 school year, 
the measure before us also increases 
the maximum Pell grant to $3,700 and 
the minimum Pell grant to $400. In 
contrast to current law, there will no 
longer be a separate needs analysis 
used to determine Pell eligibility. The 
same new needs analysis established by 
the conference report to determine 
Stafford loan eligibility-that elimi
nates consideration of home and family 
farm equity-will also be used to deter
mine eligibility for Pell awards. 

This conference agreement-like the 
House-passed bill-simplifies greatly 
the student aid application form. Fur
ther, this new Federal form will be 
free-students will no longer have to 
pay to have their applications for Fed
eral student aid processed. States will 
be permitted to add eight nonfinancial 
questions to this Federal form and will 
be able to access the data from the new 
form without charge. Further, students 
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need not file a complete new applica
tion form each year-they can simply 
update the pertinent information on 
their prior year form. This is certainly 
welcome news to every student and 
parent who has ever struggled with 
lengthy, complicated financial aid ap
plication forms. 

The conference agreement also in
cludes the House-passed provision to 
create a new, direct loan pilot pro
gram. Clearly, this direct loan proposal 
is the most controversial provision in 
the bill. I maintain substantial skep
ticism regarding the implementation 
and administration of a direct loan 
program through the colleges. 

Although this is a reasonable pilot to 
test this concept-and the concept of 
income-contingent repayment of stu
dent loan debt-! believe that we must 
take a very cautious approach to direct 
lending. By and large, I believe that 
our current system-in which private 
lenders generate the significant capital 
needed to provide federally guaranteed 
loans for students-is a sound one. Ob
viously, loan defaults have posed a 
problem and no one has argued more 
strenuously than I for appropriate and 
necessary program reforms to curb de
faults. I fail to see, however, how a di
rect lending program will address that 
problem. In fact, in the absence of cer
tain constraints, a direct lending pro
gram may exacerbate the default prob-
lem. · 

This is where income-contingent re
payment plans-such as that proposed 
by our very able colleague from the 
Education and Labor Committee, Mr. 
PETRI-may be best applied. Under the 
pilot program in the conference agree
ment, one-third of the direct loans that 
are made will potentially be repaid 
under an income-contingent scheme. 

It is also important to note that the 
Congressional Budget Office has re
ported that the administrative costs of 
running a direct lending program
even a pilot-may prove to be far 
greater than direct lending proponents 
would suggest. Thus, I will be watching 
closely the development and implemen
tation of this pilot program. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to congratulate 
and commend Mr. RAMSTAD and Ms. 
MOLINARI for their efforts to ensure 
that each and every college campus has 
a policy on campus sexual assault. I 
can certainly attest to the fact that 
during the hearings that preceded the 
development of the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1992, we received very 
compelling testimony from witnesses 
who urged us to legislate in this area. 
I am very pleased that this conference 
report does, indeed, address the very le
gitimate, and urgent, concerns of those 
witnesses. 

Mr. Speaker, each and every one of 
us who has worked on this bill has had 
to compromise. I do not believe that 
any one of us has in this conference re
port every provision that we sought. 

Perhaps that speaks well for the proc
ess that has brought us to this point. 
This bill is the product of give and 
take. It is a good, balanced bill. Most 
importantly, this bill puts the inter
ests of students first. It is, without a 
doubt, the most significant educational 
initiative produced by this Congress. I 
wish to commend and congratulate the 
distinguished chairman, Mr. FORD, and 
the ranking members of the full Edu
cation and Labor Committee and the 
Postsecondary Education Subcommit
tee, Mr. GoODLING and Mr. COLEMAN, 
respectively, for all their hard work on 
this bill. I also wish to thank them and 
their very able staffs for all the cour
tesies they have extended to me 
throughout this process. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my col
leagues to lend their unanimous sup
port to this conference agreement. This 
is a good news bill for American higher 
education. 

0 1650 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. PASTOR]. 

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, in 1947, 
President Truman's Commission on 
Higher Education reported that equal 
educational opportunity for all persons 
is a major goal of American democ
racy. President Lyndon Johnson solidi
fied that goal upon enactment of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965. Today, 
Congress has an historic opportunity 
to reaffirm our commitment by ap
proving the higher education con
ference report. 

For nearly three decades, the Higher 
Education Act assisted scores of indi
viduals to pursue education or training 
beyond high school. Low-income and 
disadvantaged students had access to 
Pell grants, guaranteed student loans, 
teacher training, work study programs, 
and a variety of other educational serv
ices and programs. 

The Higher Education conference 
agreement, which we are considering 
today, enhances financial aid to the 
working class. More importantly, it 
significantly expands access to higher 
education for students from middle-in
come families, with about 1 million of 
them eligible for financial aid in the 
first year alone. 

We can be proud of the way we sup
port postsecondary education in this 
country. The American system of high
er education is the envy of most na
tions in the world. Let us continue our 
high standard of providing quality edu
cation by reinvesting in the programs 
included in this conference agreement. 

As a former teacher, I believe that 
our people must be provided with qual
ity education and training opport.uni
ties. In today's increasingly competi
tive world marketplace, we cannot af
ford to turn our backs away from our 
education needs and our competitive 
goals. 

Keep the 1947 and 1965 promises alive 
by joining me in support of the Higher 
Education conference report. I applaud 
Chairman FORD and my colleagues on 
the Education and Labor Committee 
for a superb job in crafting this com
prehensive contribution to higher edu
cation as we approach the year 2000. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from New York [Mrs. LOWEY]. 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, we have been struggling to 
pass an economic growth package, 
searching for ways to help the strug
gling middle class, and battling for im
provements in our education system. 

The pending conference report helps 
us accomplish all three objectives at 
once. This unsung legislation is one of 
the crowning achievements of this Con
gress. 

If our goal is to train a highly skilled 
work force that will leave our foreign 
competitors in the dust, this con
ference report will do it. 

If our goal is to assist the ailing mid
dle class of this Nation-the hard
working, taxpaying citizens who make 
this Nation great-this conference re
port will do it. 

If our goal is to create the foundation 
for sustained growth that will last long 
into the future, this conference report 
will do it. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference report 
promises to aid the middle class and 
boost the economy. Any dissent from 
those goals would be an abomination, 
and I strongly urge my colleagues to 
join in unanimous support to this wor
thy legislation. 

I would also like to commend Chair
man FORD for the extraordinary work 
he has done shepherding this bill 
through the legislative process under 
circumstances that were often very 
trying. His leadership, his long years of 
experience with Federal student aid, 
and his legislative acumen are among 
the major reasons why the final agree
ment is so beneficial to students and 
their families across this Nation. 

This conference report makes dra
matic strides that will breathe new life 
into higher education and expand op
portunities for all American citizens. 

Where there is now only ignorance 
and defeatism, the conference report 
offers early outreach and intervention. 

Where there is now only confusion 
and complexity, the conference report 
calls for simplicity. 

Where there are now programs aimed 
primarily at traditional students, the 
conference report recognizes the non
traditional student. 

Where there is now insufficient em
phasis on teacher recruitment and de
velopment, the conference report offers 
a comprehensive new support system 
for the educator of the future. 

Where there is now a vexing problem 
with student loan defaults, the con
ference report demands accountability, 
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cracks down hard on waste, fraud, and 
abuse, and saves tax dollars. 

And where cost now poses an obstacle 
to college attendance for the poor and 
the middle class, the conference report 
offers a major expansion of student aid 
for all American students. 

It sends this message loud and clear: 
If you work hard and persevere, you 
can receive a higher education at the 
school of your choice; you can succeed 
in college and beyond; you can be a 
part of the American dream. 

I would also like to take this occa
sion to mention several specific propos
als which I have advocated and con
sider to be of crucial importance. 

First, I am extremely pleased that 
the final conference agreement main
tains the fundamental provisions con
tained in my bill, H.R. 2350, which pro
posed a State-Level Matching Grant 
Program for expanded early interven
tion services and comprehensive grant 
aid. 

Under this new program, to be known 
as the National Early Intervention 
Scholarship and Partnership Program, 
States will receive matching grants 
from the Federal Government for two 
fundamental purposes: Partnership de
signed to keep students in school and 
prepare them for postsecondary edu
cation, and scholarships designed to re
move cost as an obstacle to higher edu
cation for disadvantaged students. 

This new program is based largely on 
New York State's Liberty Partnership 
and Scholarship Program, crafted by 
Gov. Mario Cuomo. I would like to take 
this occasion to once again thank the 
Governor for his assistance in drafting 
and pressing for this important new 
program, which has the potential to 
achieve a dramatic turnaround in col
lege completion rates among disadvan
taged youth. 

Second, I am extremely pleased that 
the final conference report also pre
serves the essential provisions con
tained in the bill I proposed jointly 
with Mr. GoODLING, H.R. 2716, to sig
nificantly expand the State role in 
oversight and approval of postsecond
ary education institutions. 

We all know by now that more than 
half of all funds for the Guaranteed 
Student Loan Program are devoted to 
paying costs associated with student 
loan defaults. In fact , the default crisis 
will cost our Nation more than $3.6 bil
lion this year alone. Testimony before 
our committee made clear that the de
fault problem was created by sub
standard schools seeking to profit from 
Federal student aid programs without 
providing a quality education. The 
problem was then exacerbated by a his
tory of weak oversight. 

The final provisions contained in the 
conference report will help us solve 
this problem once and for all. Institu
tions showing specific warning signs 
will be identified by the Secretary of 
Education and will be carefully scruti-

nized by the States. These which do 
not meet minimum standards will be 
terminated from participation in all 
Federal student aid programs. 

These new program integrity provi
sions get tough on institutions which 
have violated the public trust-without 
imposing an undue burden on high 
quality institutions which have been 
conscientious in administering title IV 
student aid programs. The result will 
be increased accountability, reduced 
default costs, and a growing confidence 
that title IV aid is serving those it was 
intended to serve: our Nation's stu
dents. 

It is important to note that State ap
proval is only one leg of the triad of in
stitutional eligibility and oversight 
which exists under the Higher Edu
cation Act. The other two legs, Depart
ment of Education certification and ac
creditation, are also considerably 
strengthened by this bill, and the bill 
incorporates key suggestions which I 
made with respect to increased mini
mum standards for accrediting agen
cies. 

Third, I am pleased that my bill to 
expand opportunities for women and 
minorities in science and mathematics, 
H.R. 2142, has been incorporated into 
the final agreement. Women and mi
norities will make up more than 80 per
cent of new entrants into the work 
force during the next decade, yet they 
are drastically underrepresented in 
science courses and careers. These pro
visions will help women and minorities 
succeed in these crucial fields, and help 
our Nation become more competitive. 

Finally, I am pleased that the final 
agreement incorporates my bill, H.R. 
2065, the Higher Education Disclosure 
Act, to reinstate a provision of law 
which required institutions to disclose 
large gifts from foreign entities, as 
well as any conditions which are at
tached to them. This important sun
shine provision was sunset without rea
son and deserves to be restored to the 
act. 

We all know that our Nation is facing 
an economic crisis as we head into the 
21st century. 

At the individual level, American 
families are hard pressed to make ends 
meet, let alone afford the high and ris
ing costs of postsecondary education. 

And at the national level, we face a 
shortage of skilled workers who are ur
gently needed if we hope to remain 
competitive in the global marketplace. 

This conference report responds di
rectly to these pressing concerns. 

To our Nation's young people and 
their families, it offers hope that their 
dreams of a college education and a 
brighter future will become a reality. 

And to our Nation, it offers the pros
pect of a revitalized economy, spurred 
forward by a surge in the number of 
highly trained college graduates enter
ing the work force. 

This legislation will expand individ
ual opportunity and national pr osper-

ity, and it will create a better future 
for all Americans. 

These are not only worthy goals, 
they are among the most important 
goals we can set as a nation. It is my 
sincere hope that the entire Congress 
will embrace them as wholeheartedly 
as I do. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Rhode Island [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I rise in en
thusiastic support for the conference 
report. I want to commend the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD]. the 
chairman, and the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. COLEMAN] for their ef
forts, and all my colleagues on this 
committee. 

This conference report represents a 
recommitment to providing opportuni
ties for all Americans, particularly 
middle-income Americans. I am par
ticularly proud that my proposal to 
eliminate home equity was included in 
this proposal because it will open up 
for thousands and thousands of Ameri
cans, middle-income Americans, oppor
tunities to send their children to 
school and to send themselves to 
school. That is an extraordinary oppor
tunity for this country and for many, 
many Americans. 

Education is the engine which pulls 
this country forward. Today we pro
vided a stronger, more dynamic engine 
to pull us ahead to face the challenges 
of competition, to provide a work force 
that is trained, and provide a citizenry 
which understands their rights, under
stands their responsibilities, and will 
lead us forward into the next decade 
and into the next century. 

I am very proud to be associated with 
this committee, this conference report, 
and again I commend all of my col
leagues for their extraordinary efforts. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 21/2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDER
SON], who has really given us his input 
on the issue of nontraditional students. 
Much of what he has proposed in the 
past is contained in this conference re
port. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, 
allow me to join with those who have 
spoken before me from the Committee 
on Education and Labor in commend
ing the chairman, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. FORD], the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GooDLING], the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. COLE
MAN], my colleagues, and the education 
committee staff, especially Tom 
Wolanin, Maureen Long, Diane Stark, 
Gloria Gray-Watson, Jo-Marie St. Mar
tin, Rose DiNapoli, and Linda 
Castleman for spending the last year 
and a half in drafting a higher edu
cation bill that addresses the needs of 
our present and future work force . 

This bill may very well be the most 
important legislat ive initiative that 
Congress will pass this session. The 
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1992 Higher Education Act provides sig
nificant changes in student financial 
aid programs and in other services that 
assist those enrolled in postsecondary 
education. Perhaps one of the more 
critical areas that we address in this 
bill focuses on expanding access to 
higher education to middle-income 
families by excluding the family farm 
or home from one's assets when cal
culating financial need. 

Those of us on the Education and 
Labor Committee began working on 
this bill in the spring of 1991. The first 
hearing the committee held focused on 
demographics and the cost of post
secondary education. It is that first 
hearing that laid the foundation for 
the bill we are passing in this body 
today. At that hearing, we heard from 
Dr. Arnold Packer, coauthor of "Work 
force 2000." In his testimony, he told 
the committee that "between now and 
the year 2000, for the first time in his
tory, a majority of all new jobs, will re
quire postsecondary education." On 
that same day, we also heard from sev
eral witnesses who specifically dis
cussed the changing age component on 
postsecondary school campuses. Today, 
over 40 percent of all undergraduate 
students are now 22 years of age or 
older, compared to less than 25 percent 
when the Higher Education Act was 
first enacted in 1965. Part-time stu
dents now constitute over one-third of 
all undergraduate enrollments, com
pared to less than one-quarter in 1965. 
Over half of all student aid recipients 
now qualify as financially independent. 

We also conducted hearings through
out the United States and heard from 
students and parents about the chal
lenges they face in pursuing higher 
education. Last July, the committee 
held a hearing in my State of Wiscon
sin. One of the witnesses at that hear
ing, Mahrie Hightower, a student at 
Viterbo College in La Crosse, exempli
fied the importance of not limiting the 
Higher Education Act to the tradi
tional 4-year, 18- to 22-year-old college 
student. She is over 30 years of age, a 
single parent, and is scheduled to grad
uate this year. 

We also heard from students with dis
abilities who were encountering dif
ficulties regarding access to necessary 
educational materials. One such stu
dent was Paul Frank, then a student at 
the University of Wisconsin-La 
Crosse, who was encountering problems 
in locating certain scientific textbooks 
on tape. His difficulty led to exploring 
other problems that students with dis
abilities were finding on college cam
puses. 

The final1992 higher education pack
age is a reflection of the testimony 
that we heard in the 40-plus hearings 
the committee conducted and perhaps, 
most importantly. a reflection of the 
concerns that we heard from parents 
and students attending postsecondary 
schools and universities in our congres-

sional districts. The 1992 Higher Edu
cation Act includes several key provi
sions that should ease the financial 
burden and increase the accessibility of 
seeking a postsecondary education. 
Under the bill, the maximum Pell 
grant award will be increased to $3,700. 
A very significant provision, I men
tioned previously, will exclude the 
family farm or home from one's assets 
when calculating financial need. An
other important component of the bill 
is the establishment of the new Federal 
Family Education Loan Program that 
increases loan limits. The Higher Edu
cation Act also includes a major 
change in the PLUS Program where 
parents will now be able to borrow up 
to the expected family contribution. 
Prior to the enactment of this bill, 
there was a $4,000 limit on PLUS bor
rowers. 

One of the key sections of the bill 
recognizes the changing demographics 
I discussed earlier. We have included 
various components that will benefit 
nontraditional students. One provision 
will enable less than half-time students 
to qualify for Pell grant eligibility. 
College work study and Perkins loan 
programs will become more accessible 
to nontraditional students. In order to 
accommodate the schedules of non
traditional students, both libraries and 
counseling services will have extended 
hours. For the first time, the Depart
ment of Education will gather data on 
nontraditional students, assessing the 
availability of programs and making 
recommendations. 

The 1992 Higher Education Act also 
recognizes the needs of students with 
disabilities. Services will be expanded 
to create partnerships between second
ary and postsecondary schools. This 
will encourage students with disabil
ities to seek higher education opportu
nities. Another important section of 
the bill will increase the availability of 
educational materials to students with 
disabilities, especially those who are 
visually impaired. 

This bill also recognizes the chal
lenges faced in graduate education. In 
the math and science arenas, over 50 
percent of graduate degrees have been 
earned by foreign students. We are de
lighted to have international students 
on our college campuses and we are en
riched by their multicultural perspec
tive. However, the increasing number 
of degrees awarded to international 
students presents us with a challenge 
to find mechanisms that will enable 
American students to pursue graduate 
education. We have begun to meet that 
challenge in this bill by having the De
partment of Education conduct a study 
examining the various factors present
ing obstacles to American students in 
seeking graduate degrees. 

This bill is a bipartisan effort and 
symbolizes the purpose of the original 
1965 Higher Education Act which 
stated: 

The committee has not set age limitations 
with respect to recipients, nor is a preference 
accorded to any specific academic discipline 
or year of study. 

This bill represents a commitment to 
education and to our future work force, 
an investment in America's future. I 
am proud to have been able to partici
pate in the drafting of this bill and ask 
all of you to support final passage. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY], chairman of 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of S. 1150, the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1992, which reauthor
izes and improves the Higher Edu
cation Act of 1965. 

The conference report contains the 
major Federal programs supporting 
postsecondary education in this coun
try. This conference report continues 
our Federal commitment to access in 
postsecondary education and to edu
cational opportunity. I believe that we 
have an obligation to our young people 
in providing the opportunity for all 
who want to go on to institutions of 
higher learning. 

The programs in this legislation will 
greatly help our young people, includ
ing an improvement of our financial 
aid system. The financial aid program 
in this conference report provides an 
opportunity in terms of making certain 
that financial impediments will not 
deter qualified students who wish to 
pursue higher education. This vital and 
historic legislation serves as a conduit 
in expanding and sustaining the Amer
ican dream that the ancient barriers of 
poverty and class will not inhibit, re
strict, circumscribe, or deny opportuni
ties for higher education for deserving 
young people throughout our Nation. 

Additionally, the conference report 
contains an improved and strengthened 
teacher training effort focusing on, 
among others, State and local pro
grams for teacher excellence, national 
teacher academies, teacher scholar
ships and fellowships, as well as minor
ity teacher recruitment. 

There are also provisions which will 
strengthen our historically black col
leges and universities. Among these 
provisions is the Historically Black 
Colleges and Universities Capital Fi
nancing Act. This act will help histori
cally black colleges and universities 
secure private capital for much-needed 
institutional improvement and capital 
projects. More specifically, it will help 
in building and renovating classroom 
facilities, libraries, dormitories, and 
other facilities. The colleges and uni
versities served by this legislation are 
generally small in size and typically 
serve students from socially and eco
nomically disadvantaged backgrounds. 
These schools generally experience dif
ficulty securing private capital. This 
act serves the objective of facilitating 
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access to the private credit sector to fi
nance worthy and essential capital 
projects, which enable colleges and 
universities serving disadvantaged 
black students to continue and expand 
upon their educational mission and 
meet the demands of producing the 
kind of work force necessary for Amer
ica to successfully compete in the 21st 
century. 

The record of students who have ma
triculated at these institutions of high
er education and who have attained na
tional recognition in the arts and hu
manities, the natural science, medi
cine, law, teaching, and other profes
sional and technical fields is highly im
pressive. These colleges and univer
sities have an opportunity to build 
upon this record through support for 
capital projects. In addition, the grad
uates of black colleges and universities 
make a significant contribution 
through their specialized knowledge 
and technical skills to the GNP of our 
Nation. It is most important, as a part 
of the multiplier effect, that this con
tribution of service continue to go for
ward with the support of the Congress. 
It is clear that without these colleges 
and universities, thousands of black 
students will be denied the opportunity 
of higher education. The historically 
black colleges and universities have 
admitted young people who are viewed 
as nonproductive in our society and 
have nurtured, sustained, and devel
oped them into productive and re
sourceful college graduates. 

In addition to the Historically Black 
Colleges and Universities Capital Fi
nancing Act, I also sponsored a study 
of civilian aviation education training 
programs. This study is to be con
ducted by the National Academy of 
Sciences' Commission on Behavioral 
and Social Sciences Education in con
sultation with the Secretary of Edu
cation. This is a study of the air trans
portation industry and the education 
of airline pilots and other aviation 
management personnel. The over-arch
ing focus of this study is to meet pro
jected shortages of qualified personnel 
in the air transportation industry in 
the year 2000 and beyond. 

The study will also include a thor
ough investigation of recruitment, 
aviation training outside the military 
context, financial and other incentives 
and disincentives which affect the flow 
of people, and especially minorities and 
women, into the industry. Congress in
tended that the National Academy of 
Sciences' Commission on Behavioral 
and Social Sciences and Education will 
also include representatives of histori
cally black colleges and universities, 
the Organization of Black Airline Pi
lots, and the Tuskegee Airmen, Inc., as 
members of the advisory committee. 

It has been cited that there is a se
verely reduced role of the military as a 
source of supply of trained pilots and 
mechanics and other personnel for 

commercial aviation; that approxi
mately 50 percent of the 52,000 commer
cial pilots currently flying will retire 
by the year 2000 and that an additional 
8,000 to 10,000 pilots will be needed by 
then; and that there is a significant 
underrepresentation of minorities and 
women currently working in the avia
tion industry. Blacks constitute less 
than 1 percent of pilots with the Na
tion's scheduled air carriers. 

Congress intends that the Secretary 
of Education shall enter into a con
tract or grant with the National Acad
emy of Sciences within 60 days of the 
passage of this legislation for the pur
poses of this study. 

It is important, as you well know, 
that as we face global competition 
from abroad in the area of high tech
nology and cybernetics, all of our insti
tutions of higher education should be 
in the best possible position to add to 
our economic strength by ensuring 
that we have graduates of high quality. 

I believe that, in a time of an eco
nomic downturn and growing depend
ence on foreign products, this legisla
tion will serve as a catalyst or a multi
plier effect for our economy. In brief, I 
believe that this legislation is a pru
dent investment in our Nation's future. 

Further, I believe that this legisla
tion vitalizes hope, energizes the life of 
the mind, and expand human possibili
ties, and the annals of higher education 
are enriched and expanded by this con
ference report. 

It is in our national interest that this 
legislation should be supported by all 
enthusiastically, and I urge my col
leagues to give their support. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
it is a pleasure to yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SAWYER], a 
very valuable member of our commit
tee. 

(Mr. SAWYER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, our Fed
eral Government created America's 
land grant colleges in the last century. 
America was changing, and higher edu
cation helped to elevate the Nation and 
its people, and to lead the world 
through this century. 

We are again seeing human, eco
nomic, and technological change un
paralleled in a century. This bill re
sponds to that sweeping change. It in
creases the availability of grants and 
loans for students who today are often 
trying to support families of their own. 

It offers real guidance to make sure 
that students know early that with 
this help they can afford a college edu
cation and real job training. 

It recognizes that, for the first time, 
more than three-fourths of us live in 
cities, and provides funds to urban uni
versities to work in partnership for 
real change and renewal in our cities. 

In short, this is a bill that offers gen
uine promise in addressing some of 

America's most pressing challenges for 
the next century. You can vote for it 
with pride. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, many people had a role to 
play in this conference report, and 
there were great contributions, not the 
least of which were made by the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HENRY]. 

I yield 2112 minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. HENRY]. 

(Mr. HENRY asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the higher education 
reauthorization, and I commend the 
chairman of the Education and Labor 
Committee [Mr. FORD] for the skillful 
leadership he has demonstrated in 
shaping the conference report so ably. 

Mr. Speaker, the media tend to focus 
on the negative. We hear altogether 
too much about gridlock between the 
two political parties, or the stalemate 
between the legislative and executive 
branches of Government. I wish the 
media would report what we are doing 
here today. Today, we celebrate reach
ing consensus not only between the 
House and Senate via the conference 
process, but agreement on substance in 
which both majority and minority, 
both executive and legislative, take 
pride in shared contribution and own
ership. 

There are many worthy reforms and 
initiatives in the conference report 
now before us. Perhpas most impor
tantly, Federal support for students 
from middle America, middle-income 
families is being restored. Over the 
years, middle-income students gradu
ally saw their ability to participate in 
these student financial support pro
grams eroded by inflation, savings dis
qualifications which penalized families 
which had saved for higher education 
expenses, and disqualifications based 
on home equity and business and farm 
equity tests. All the while, the costs of 
education were rising while eligibility 
for financial assistance had been 
shrinking. 

Second, this legislation addresses 
many of the problems associated with 
student loan defaults, as well as those 
associated with a small, but financially 
significant, number of institutions who 
exploited student grant programs for 
their own gain at the expense of both 
students and the public Treasury. The 
so-called integrity reforms included in 
this legislation will save significant 
sums which, in turn, can be utilized to 
provide additional support for worthy 
students attending worthy institutions 
without significant costs being passed 
on to the taxpayer. While I had hoped 
we could also further reform the abil
ity-to-benefit provision in the student 
grant and student loan programs, I 
nonetheless wish to ac~nowledge that 
many of the abuses about which I have 
expressed concern over the years are 
indeed being addressed. 
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Third, I want to note that the con

ference report includes the provision 
requiring uniform reporting of athletic 
program revenues and expenditures by 
those institutions engaged in NCAA di
vision I and division II programs. For 
the first time, the public, State legisla
tures, and institutional boards of con
trol will have truly comparable data 
upon which to make judgments as to 
whether student athletic programs are 
being properly administered and in 
keeping with the primary educational 
purposes of our colleges and univer
sities. I also want to acknowledge the 
support of the NCAA in helping us 
draft the final language which is in
cluded in the conference report; their 
participation in this process gives tes
timony to the NCAA's commitment to 
good faith effort at implementing the 
Knight Commission report. 

Finally, I want to commend all par
ties-Chairman FORD, Secretary Alex
ander, President Bush, Representative 
COLEMAN, Representative PETRI, as 
well as others in both House and Sen
ate-for coming to constructive closure 
on the direct loan innovations in this 
bill. Whether it be the giant University 
of Michigan, or smaller liberal arts col
leges such as Calvin College, in my dis
trict, there are many institutions 
which I am sure will want to avail 
themselves of this pilot project which 
holds some hope of reducing paperwork 
and costs associated with the student 
loan programs. 

Certainly, this legislation is not 
without its flaws. Some would question 
the costs associated with new program 
initiatives while we still bemoan the 
fact that existing core programs in the 
student grant and loan programs are 
not sufficiently funded to serve exist
ing demonstrated need. Others might 
question the wisdom of initiating a 
new unsubsidized Stafford loan pro
gram for students when the private 
sector is already beginning to enter 
into this financing arena on its own. 
And it may well be that in a year or 
two, we'll have to examine the Federal 
exposure associated with this new pro
gram. But by the large, we have shown 
that Government can work, and that 
both the Congress and the administra
tion can be responsive to the chal
lenges facing this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to join 
with me in support of this legislation. 

0 1700 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK], and I would 
observe that she was one of the cospon
sors of this legislation when it was 
originally passed in the Johnson ad
ministration. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me the time 
and I want to join my colleagues in 
commending Chairman FORD and the 
ranking Republican and the other 

members of the committee for their 
outstanding work. I consider it a point 
of very high privilege to have been able 
to return to be a part of this delibera
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a bill which 
looks to the future. It acknowledges 
the changes that have occurred on the 
campus, the transformation of the stu
dent body to part-time students, most 
of whom are working and who come to 
the campuses for renewed energy, look
ing toward their greater participation 
in our economy. It looks to the broad
ened support of the middle class in 
order to enable our students to better 
participate in the future of this coun
try by being better educated and tech
nologically capable of looking toward 
the demands of the future. 

We have built upon the whole idea of 
rejuvenating the country's commit
ment to education, and therefore I am 
really proud to have been part of this 
conference, and ask for a very large 
and outstanding vote in favor of this 
conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I join my colleagues today in 
strong support of the conference report on S. 
1150, the Higher Education Act amendments 
of 1992. This bill represents the most impor
tant investment our country can make--an in
vestment in its people. 

The Higher Education Act amendments will 
help ensure that every student, young and old, 
has the opportunity for affordable, quality post
secondary education. It will provide financial 
assistance to more middle-class students, help 
women and minorities gain access to higher 
education in the fields of science and math, 
improve outreach programs to minorities and 
low-income students and simplify the applica
tion process for Federal financial aid. 

Mr. Speaker, some of the most important 
provisions of this legislation are those that ad
dress the needs of nontraditional students, 
who now make up about 40 percent of our 
postsecondary population. These are older 
students, attending school at night and on 
weekends, often working full time and raising 
a family. They are housewives who are inter
ested in reentering the workplace, workers 
who have been laid off and need further train
ing to get a job, or single parents who need 
more education to obtain a higher paying job 
to support their family. 

I believe that an investment of Federal fi
nancial aid in these hardworking individuals 
will result in many positive returns for this Na
tion. This is why I included a provision in this 
bill which will allow students who attend 
school on a less-than-half-time basis to be eli
gible for Pell grants. Other provisions in the 
bill help provide child care for parents attend
ing school and require student support serv
ices to be more accessible to those attending 
school at night and on weekends. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that two other 
provisions that I have authored are included in 
this final version of the Higher Education Act 
amendments. The exclusion of home and farm 
equity from the financial need analysis will 
eliminate the current bias against families who 
live in States with inflated real estate values. 
With the highest average sales price of a sin-

gle family home, Hawaii residents often have 
difficulty in meeting the requirements of the 
current need analysis formula. 

The bill also will provide loan forgiveness 
under the Perkins loan program for students 
who become nurses or medical technicians. 
Our country currently faces a shortage of 
nurses and other medical personnel. It is esti
mated that 200,000 nurses are needed across 
the Nation to keep up with the rising demand 
for health care. Incentives, such as student 
loan forgiveness, are essential to encourage 
students to fill this great need in our country's 
health care system. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a sound bill that will 
provide millions of students with new edu
cational opportunities. I urge all my colleagues 
to invest in America's future and vote for the 
conference report on the Higher Education 
Act. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURPHY]. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my chairman and compliment him and 
the ranking member and all of the 
members of the conference committee 
both in the House and the Senate for 
the masterful job they did in crafting 
this higher education extension, offer
ing hundreds of thousands of young 
Americans in the very near future a 
real opportunity to further their edu
cational opportunities. And I urge the 
President to sign this. I understand 
that he has reviewed the legislation, 
and I certainly urge the President to 
join us in Congress in taking a great 
stride forward to show us that the Edu
cation and Labor Committee in the 
House and the Education and Labor 
Committee in the Senate and the 
President can ·work together for the 
welfare of millions of young Americans 
in the future. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to call upon this 
body to support and quickly pass the con
ference report to reauthorize the Higher Edu
cation Act. As Members of Congress, we owe 
a great debt of gratitude to the conferees who 
diligently and carefully crafted such a thorough 
and balanced report. Today we are acting on 
behalf of our most important constituents, chil
dren, by taking a stand on the important issue 
of education. This debate is not about who 
wins or loses this November, it's about which 
child goes on to college or which is destined 
to live a short, mean life on the streets be
cause of lack of opportunity. 

There is another component, however, 
haunting today's debate. We must also call 
upon the President to lay aside campaign poli
tics and work with us and not against the in
terests of America's students. The lives and 
futures of America's young adults should 
never become props in political campaign ads. 
If this becomes the case, then we are doing 
a grievous injustice to our youth. 

In only a few short years, the United States 
will enter the 21st century. At present, we are 
witnessing a remarkable change among the 
world's superpowers. Can we remain the 
strongest power in the world only by virtue of 
our military prowess? Can we expect to re
main the leading symbol of political and eco-
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nomic success to the rest of the world if we 
fail to properly support and nurture our youth? 
We all know that the answer is no. We must 
agree that this type of shortsighted policy is 
the quickest route to ruin. I, for one, will not 
let opportunities like we have here today be 
sacrificed to partisan politics. 

Many of those who will be most affected by 
the outcome of this debate are too young to 
vote, and too naive to understand the motives 
behind our motions. Although they do not 
know it, for many of them their future is being 
decided today. I do not want to take part in a 
partisan battle that will send the wrong mes
sage to them and do irreparable damage to 
our future. For this reason, I call upon all of 
my colleagues here today to resist the urge to 
take the low road of politics as usual, and 
work together to see that this excellent legisla
tion becomes law. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to assure my colleague 
that there is no question the President 
does support this conference report and 
in tends to sign it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from New York [Ms. 
MOLINARI], a new and valued member of 
our Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the con
ference report on the Higher Education 
Act Amendments of 1992, S. 1150. As a 
member of the House Education and 
Labor Committee, I am proud to have 
played a role in the important mission 
and vision embodied in this legislation. 

The challenge, to recapture and 
maintain America's economic momen
tum, amid global competition, requires 
a highly educated labor force. Our 
country cannot afford to have a short
age of adequately trained people who 
can master the jobs that are necessary 
to remain competitive. This reauthor
ization legislation is the blueprint for 
access to education as the means of in
creasing national economic growth and 
individual economic achievement. 

Let us look back over the past dec
ade. The costs of a college education 
have escalated 135 percent, while fam
ily income has risen by only half of 
that. Our committee recognized the 
importance of keeping the doors of op
portunity open for middle-income fam
ilies who simply do not have the finan
cial means to pay for a college edu
cation. That is why I am proud to vote 
in favor of this important legislation 
before us today. 

Passage of this conference report will 
go a long way toward restoring the 
promise of opportunity that is the 
foundation of our economic strength. It 
will provide real assistance to families 
who need it-so that working and mid
dle-income families will not have to 
see the dream of college education slip 
out of their reach.3 

The conference report we are consid
ering includes many important provi
sions designed to help the tax-paying 
working and middle-income families. 

Regardless of family income all stu
dents can borrow up to the maximum 
Stafford loan, with eligibility for the 
in-school interest subsidy based on fi
nancial need. 

The maximum Stafford loan for the 
1993-94 school year will be $2,625 for 
first-year students, $3,500 for second
year students, compared to $2,625 cur
rently; $5,500 for third- and fourth-year 
students, compared to $4,000 currently; 
and $8,500 for graduate students, com
pared to $7,500 currently. All parents 
with no adverse credit history will be 
able to borrow up to the total college 
cost minus other financial aid through 
the Parent Loans to Undergraduate 
Students [PLUS] Program. 

In the past, many hardworking Stat
en Island and Brooklyn families have 
not qualified for student financial aid 
because of the inclusion of the value of 
a family home in the calculation of 
need. In this conference report we 
eliminate the equity in a family's 
home or farm in determining eligi
bility for financial assistance. We in
crease the maximum Pell grant award 
from $2,400 to $3,700, and a family of 
four with an income of $42,000 will be 
eligible for the minimum Pell grant at 
full funding-compared to a family of 
four with an income of $35,000 cur
rently. 

Because the current application proc
ess for financial aid is extremely com
plex and discourages many students 
from applying for aid, the conference 
report simplifies the current students 
aid form for applying for Federal stu
dent aid and a single needs analysis for 
all Federal student financial aid pro
grams. 

One of the most serious issues the 
conference report addresses is to end 
waste and abuse in the student loan 
program. Over the past 5 years, we 
have seen an unacceptable increase in 
loan defaults. To stop this hemorrhag
ing of the taxpayer's money, the bill 
includes nearly 100 provisions to 
strengthen controls on colleges and 
universities to end waste, fraud, and 
abuse. 

By the year 2000, two out of three 
new entrants into the work force will 
be women or minorities, and 86 percent 
of jobs available will require post
secondary education or training. For 
these reasons, the conference report in
cludes outreach programs to increase 
the number of women and minorities 
enrolled in science and engineering 
programs. In addition, the bill revises 
the programs that serve nontraditional 
students, many of whom are single 
women with families, more effectively 
by increasing support for child care ex
penses and extending eligibility for 
Pell grants to less-than-half-time stu
dents. 

I want to thank the chairman and 
the ranking minority member for in
cluding in the conference report anum
ber of provisions that I introduced dur-

ing consideration of this legislation. 
The first provision establishes a 
prefreshman summer program to sup
plement existing Federal and State ef
forts to help disadvantaged students. 
Years of experience in New York 
State's opportunity programs dem
onstrate that for economically dis
advantaged students, prefreshman 
summer programs are closely cor
related with academic success. 

The second provision requires col
leges and universities to formulate and 
distribute a campus sexual assault pol
icy. College and university campuses 
are seeing an alarming rise in the in
stances of date and acquaintance rape. 
The statistics are horrific: From 60 to 
80 percent of rapes are date or ac
quaintance rapes. Although campus 
rape is reported every 21 hours, studies 
reveal that the actual incidence of rape 
is much higher. It is time to assign the 
role of responsibility for campus safety 
to colleges and universities. I am par
ticularly pleased that this provision 
will be there to protect our daughters 
and sisters as they head off to college. 

The third provision increases the 
amount of money for the Student Lit
eracy Corps [SLC], a program to in
crease literacy and other educational 
skills by having college students tutor 
in public community agencies which 
serve educationally or economically 
disadvantaged individuals. As well as 
additional funding levels, each institu
tion will now be allowed to receive one 
grant for each branch campus affiliated 
with it. This will allow schools that 
have multiple campuses in various 
cities to have a SLC program at each 
location. 

I believe that this conference report 
goes a long way in giving the families 
of our country the hope that their chil
dren will be provided new and greater 
educational and economic opportuni
ties. A nation is as strong as the people 
that inhabit it. I urge all my col
leagues to support passage of this con
ference report. 

With regard to the reauthorization of 
the Higher Education Act, I would like 
to ask my distinguished colleague a 
few questions about a specific amend
ment agreed to by the House and Sen
ate conferees relating to the eligibility 
of foreign medical schools to partici
pate in the Stafford student loan pro
gram. It is my understanding that sec
tion 481(a)(2)(A)(i) was amended by add
ing the words "or (ii) the institution's 
clinical training program was approved 
by a State as of January 1, 1992." 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. If the 
gentlewoman will yield, that is correct. 

Ms. MOLINARI. It is my understand
ing that when the amendment was 
drafted we understood that it would in
clude at least four institutions, two of 
which are American University of the 
Caribbean Medical School in 
Montserrat, West Indies, and St. 
Georges University Medical School in 
Grenada. 
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It is also my understanding that in 

section 481(a)(2)(A) that foreign medi
cal schools have to comply with either 
category (i) (I) and (II) or category (ii). 
Is that the Congressman's understand
ing as well? 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. Yes, it 
is. Under section 481(a)(2)(A) all foreign 
medical schools will have to fully com
ply with either category (i) which re
quires the foreign institution to main
tain 60 percent of their enrollment as 
non-U.S. citizens and the foreign insti
tution must have a 60-percent passage 
rate of their foreign medical graduates 
during the course of 1 year, or be able 
to meet the criteria set forth in cat
egory (ii) of having had an approved 
clinical training program in any State 
in the United States as of January 1, 
1992. 

Ms. MOLINARI. I thank the gen
tleman for clarifying the intention of 
this amendment. If this amendment 
were misinterpreted it could have a 
devastating effect upon the American 
University of the Caribbean Medical 
School and St. Georges University 
Medical School, which have educated 
hundreds of medical doctors who have 
come back to urban areas in our 
States. These doctors make a signifi
cant difference in the availability of 
health care for hundreds of people in 
my home State as well as throughout 
the country. Thus, I have taken addi
tional time today to make clear the in
tention of the conference report lan
guage, so that there is no misunder
standing as to what the word "ap
proved" means in section 
481(a)(2)(A)(ii). 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to express my strong 
support for S . 1150, the conference 
agreement on the higher education re
authorization. 

Last year at the beginning of there
authorization process, before the 44 
hearings that were conducted, many 
people were saying that the reauthor
ization of the Higher Education Act is 
one of the most important pieces of so
cial legislation of the 102d Congress. I 
wholeheartedly believe that this meas
ure is of vi tal importance to our en tire 
society. 

As we approach the year 2000, every
one must be prepared for a society that 
is becoming increasingly dependent on 
advanced technology. This means that 
access to a quality education for every 
citizen of this country is imperative. 

Therefore we had to address the 
needs of as many different types of stu
dents as possible. This measure ambi
tiously seeks to expand Federal finan
cial aid to students from middle-class 
families and redresses the current im
balance between reliance on loans and 
grants, improves integrity of Federal 
financial aid programs without arbi-

trarily eliminating institutions that 
may have higher default rate because 
of economic trends and the populations 
they serve, as we know default rates 
are not necessarily a key indicator of 
educational quality. 

It also contains provisions to mini
mize waste and abuse and loan defaults 
and to serve nontraditional students 
more effectively, simplifies student aid 
programs, and improves early interven
tion and outreach programs. 

I am very pleased that the bill also 
contains some of my provisions in
tended to improve library programs 
that serve historically black colleges 
and universities and other minority
serving institutions, to improve teach
er training, recruitment and retention, 
and assist low-income and minority 
students to pursue a legal education. 

Additionally, I look forward to the 
inclusion of Hispanic serving institu
tions in title III of the act. 

Thousands of students from all over 
the world come to the United States to 
take advantage of our excellent system 
of postsecondary education. Through 
the efforts of this bill to increase ac
cess to postsecondary education, we 
can now encourage and help our own 
students take advantage of some of 
these opportunities, especially as the 
competition in the global marketplace 
increases. 

Also, I would like to commend Chair
man BILL FORD for his leadership and 
all of his hard work during this reau
thorization process, and I commend 
also the minority leader, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Goon
LING]. 

Mr. Speaker, I certainly support this 
conference agreement and it deserves 
to pass the House without any major 
changes. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise in strong support of the 
conference agreement on the Higher 
Education Act amendments which will 
enable more high school graduates 
from middle- and low-income families 
to afford a college education. The reau
thorizing legislation before us today 
represents the result of bipartisan ef
forts to ensure students and their fami
lies are not excluded from educational 
opportunities. 

Too often these days I hear that high 
school graduates are putting their col
lege education on hold. Indeed, this 
summer the question for too many of 
these bright students is not, "Which 
college to attend?" but, " Can I afford 
to go?'' Many families are faced with 
impossible choices-like depleting 
their hard-earned retirement savings 
so they can send their child to college. 

This new bill will help these families. 
It underscores the Nation's commit
ment to assist middle-income families 
in attaining their educational goals. 

More than 1.5 million new students will 
be eligible for financial aid through the 
restructuring of loan eligibility proce
dures, including: 

The development of an unsubsidized 
Stafford Loan Program that would 
make eligible all students, regardless 
of family income: 

The amendment of the need analysis 
to allow families with an annual in
come of up to $70,000 to be eligible for 
subsidized student loans; 

The elimination of income limita
tions for PLUS loans-guaranteed 
loans for parents of students-to allow 
more than 3 million families to borrow 
increased amounts under this program; 
and 

The establishment of a single need 
analysis for all Federal financial aid 
programs which excludes from assets 
the equity on a home or family farm. 

In addition, more than 4 million fam
ilies and students will be able to bor
row increased amounts annually. 

Stafford loan limits will increase to 
$3,500 for full-time second year stu
dents, from $4,000 to $5,500 for under
graduate juniors and seniors, and from 
$7,500 to $8,500 for full-time graduate 
students. 

Supplemental loans for students 
[SLS] limits for full-time graduate stu
dents, will rise from $4,000 to $10,000 per 
year. 

It is time to make these proposals a 
reality for the millions of Americans 
who will benefit from them. We must 
allow students returning to school the 
liberty of concentrating on their stud
ies, not their finances. 

This legislation also represents a 
commitment to the future of our Na
tion. Ensuring that our people are edu
cated and our work force is trained to 
allow for greater productivity and a 
rising standard of living in this in
creasingly competitive and changing 
world. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
strong support today of this vi tal legis
lation. 

0 1710 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. OLVER], a valuable 
new member of the committee and a 
contributor to this report. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise in support of the Higher Education 
Amendments Act of 1992 conference 
bill, S. 1150. This legislation will main
tain and expand broad access to higher 
education for many of the students in 
western Massachusetts as well as pro
vide for much needed Federal invest
ment in our Nation's economic growth. 
I would like at this time, to congratu
late Chairman FORD for his leadership 
on this important legislation. His per
severance and determination brought 
this legislation to the floor today. 

This education bill contains several 
key provisions to expand access to stu-
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dent financial assistance not only to 
the neediest students, but also to mid
dle income families. Since the burden 
of the soaring costs of college reach 
not only our neediest students but our 
middle class students as well. 

Two portions of this bill directly help 
middle-class families, particularly in 
New England-expanded access to loans 
for middle-class families and the exclu
sion of a family's home or farm equity 
when determining financial aid eligi
bility. 

This bill will make the financing of a 
college education available to many 
middle-income families raising the Pell 
grant level and increasing the amount 
of student loans. 

First, the maximum Pell grant is in
creased from $2,400 to $3,700. Next year 
students in western Massachusetts 
could receive grants totaling nearly $8 
million if Pell grants are fully funded
almost twice the amount awarded last 
year. 

Second, a 50-percent increase in the 
student loan program will allow stu
dents who go to college in western 
Massachusetts to be eligible to receive 
over $30 million next year, up from the 
$20 million they received last year. 

In addition the legislation contains a 
new set of program integrity provisions 
to curb waste, fraud, and abuse, and 
will ensure that taxpayer's money will 
be properly invested in support of qual
ity education for all of our citizens. 

At a time when the United States 
needs a highly educated work force to 
compete in a world economy, we must 
ensure that higher education be acces
sible to all Americans. This legislation 
makes dramatic steps in achieving this 
goal, therefore I ask for swift passage 
and urge the President to sign it. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WELDON]. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this conference re
port. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of the 
higher education conference report. As a 
former teacher and a father of five, I recognize 
the importance of a good education, and the 
financial difficulty families face in providing 
their children an education. This legislation 
recognizes the need for the Federal Govern
ment to assist low- and middle-income families 
with the cost of a college education. College 
tuition costs have skyrocketed, growing up to 
three times faster than the growth in median 
family income. At a time when higher edu
cation is becoming a must, hard working mid
dle income families are finding it difficult to 
provide their children with a college education. 
We must not let our children's dreams of a 
college education drift out of reach. This legis
lation recognizes the need to address this 
concern. 

This conference report will allow all students 
regardless of family income to borrow up to 
the maximum Stafford loan. A family's home 
will not be considered in determining a stu-

dent's eligibility for financial assistance. Fami
lies will be provided with incentives to save for 
a college education. The maximum Pell grant 
award will be increased from $2,400 to 
$3,700. Under this legislation, a family of four 
with an income of $42,000 will be eligible for 
Pell grants. Six million students will be as
sisted by the $21 .5 billion authorized in this 
legislation. These facts display how this con
ference report has taken significant steps for
ward to assist the American family in financing 
a college education. 

I am pleased that the conference agreement 
restores eligibility to programs of less than 600 
clock hours. This measure is of great concern 
to many of my constituents who are entering 
the fields of welding, trucking, computers, 
automotive repair, health care, and paralegal 
services. However, I am disappointed that the 
conference report also severely restricts ac
cess to Federal student aid for those who at
tend these programs. The bill reduces Stafford 
loan limits for less than 12-month programs, 
from $2,625 to $875, for programs between 
300 to 599 clock hours, and $1,750 for pro
grams between 60~99 clock hours. In addi
tion, the legislation eliminates supplemental 
loan for students for programs between 300 
and 449 clock hours. Students in these pro
grams are dependent on financial aid. These 
actions will eliminate education and threaten 
the future of many academic institutions. 

I am concerned about the definition of an el
igible program under this legislation. The bill 
mandates the minimum length for a program 
to maintain eligibility. The bill defines one-third 
of an academic year as 1 0 weeks, two-thirds 
of an academic year equals 15 weeks, and 
then jumps to define a full academic year as 
30 weeks. The result is that it will unneces
sarily extend the length of a full-time student's 
course of study. To put undue burden on stu
dents and especially retraining adults con
tradicts the goal of the overall bill to best 
serve and assist those seeking a higher edu
cation. Defining an academic year as 24 
weeks would better reflect the number of 
weeks necessary to ensure that students in 
short-term programs are ready to enter the job 
market with the proper skills and training. I 
would like the committee to review this issue 
when it considers technical corrections. 

I commend the work of the committee, es
pecially Chairman FORD and the ranking Re
publican, my colleague from Pennsylvania, 
BILL GOODLING. They have brought before us 
a conference report which will greatly assist 
American families in meeting the rising cost of 
a college education. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I have a parliamentary inquiry, so that 
it does not come out of the gentleman's 
time or my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORRES). The gentleman will state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
is my understanding correct that the 
unanimous-consent agreement that I 
relieved at the beginning before the de
bate protects all Members who happen 
to come over here to the floor and who 
want to insert their remarks in the 
RECORD? 

July 8, 1992 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman is correct. 
Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT], 
again, a newer member and a very val
ued and constructive member of our 
committee. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the conference report on the IDgher 
Education Amendments of 1992. It rep
resents a true bipartisan effort, which 
is a rare bird in an election year. 

We have been able to increase loan 
and grant limits, and still stay within 
our paygo rules. In fact, there will be a 
$40 million expected surplus in the 
guaranteed student loan program. 

We have simplified the financial aid 
process for students and families, by 
having just one form for them to com
plete for Federal financial aid. 

Middle-income families who are try
ing to send a son or daughter to col
lege, or who are trying to go back to 
school themselves, have told me re
peatedly that they are being ruled out 
of obtaining even a student loan, be
cause of the divestments they have 
made in the farm, home, or small busi
ness. 

Well, the conference report on S. 1150 
takes us in the right direction, by ex
cluding farm and home equity in deter
mining eligibility for student aid. As 
well, for small business owners we have 
updated the formula used to determine 
small business equity. 

While I would like to have small 
business assets totally eliminated, as 
we do for farms and homes, and as my 
bill, H.R. 3411 does-! am pleased never
theless that two out the three provi
sions from H.R. 3411 did make the final 
cut. Maybe in the next reauthorization 
we can make that change. 

And what has drawn a lot of atten
tion in the student aid program-$3.6 
billion in defaulted student loans-is 
addressed head-on in this conference 
agreement. We have strengthened the 
hand of Federal and State regulators to 
take action against troubled schools, 
but leave the colleges and universities 
that are doing the job in providing 
quality education, to continue to do so 
without too much interference. This 
stranglehold of defaulted student loans 
that is denying needy students access 
to student loans must be resolved, and 
I am confident that this conference re
port will help release that grip. 

I congratulate the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. COLEMAN], the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], and 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
FORD] and their staffs for their hard 
work in attaining a good bill. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield Ph minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. HAYES]. 

Mr. HAYES of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I, too , would like to commend the 
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chairman of the committee and the 
ranking minority member for the good 
job they have done in getting this leg
islation before us. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to express 
my full support for the conference 
agreement on higher education. As you 
know, this measure reauthorizes the 
major Federal programs supporting 
postsecondary education, including 
over $18 billion in student aid to help 
financially needy students attain a 
higher education. 

As a member of the committee, our 
initial goal in this reauthorization was 
to ease the burden low- and middle-in
come families must carry in order to 
educate our youth. Successfully earn
ing a higher education is becoming 
more and more financially difficult for 
most, and almost totally impossible for 
many minority youth. We must rein
vest in the people of this Nation so 
that we are adequately prepared to 
compete with our minds instead of 
with military weaponry. 

That is what we have done today in 
this conference report. We have been 
successful in increasing student aid 
fund for Pell grants, as well as for stu
dent loans. While I regret that we were 
not successful in retaining language 
creating the Pell grant as an entitle
ment, which is truly what we ought to 
do for this Nation's students, I am 
pleased that we have made strides in 
improving access and opportunity to a 
higher education for millions of Ameri
cans. 

Included in this measure are two pro
visions which I authored. The first pro
vision establishes an Institute for 
International Public Policy, which will 
hopefully encourage greater represen
tation of African-Americans and other 
minorities in international service, in
cluding the Foreign Service. Addition
ally, this measure includes a new dem
onstration program which encourages 
female and minority elementary and 
secondary students to pursue higher 
education in science and engineering. 
This provision was modeled after effec
tive and innovative outreach programs 
for female and minority students at 
the Illinois Institute of Technology on 
the South Side of Chicago. 

I encourage the support of my col
leagues today because it is my belief 
that this is the first true economic re
lief package that has been considered 
in this body. With the riots in Los An
geles, and other disturbances nation
wide, indelibly etched in our memories, 
we must continue in our efforts to im
prove educational oppor tunities for 
this Nation. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. ROEMER], another new and 
valuable member of the committee. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like t o begin my remarks by saluting 
and commending our distinguished 
chairman for his hard work over the 

last year and a half. I commend also 
the ranking minority member and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GOODLING], who has worked so hard, as 
well as the staffs on both sides of the 
aisle on this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the conference report on S. 1150, the 
Higher Education Amendments of 1992. 
I would like to take this opportunity 
to commend the chairman of the Sub
committee on Postsecondary Edu
cation, BILL FORD, for his tireless ef
forts in shepherding this landmark bill 
through the Congress over the past 
year and a half. 

As a member of the Subcommittee on 
Postsecondary Education who is deeply 
concerned about education, I was 
pleased to participate in this reauthor
ization process. One of the committee's 
primary goals in this process was to in
crease financial aid, both in terms of 
grants and loans, for low- arid middle
income working families. The legisla
tion before us today will enable mil
lions of Americans to realize their life
long dream of attending college by pro
viding the assistance necessary to help 
finance their education. 

One of the most important aspects of 
this legislation is the Pell grant award, 
which is the true foundation of higher 
education. Although we raised the Pell 
grant maximum from the current level 
of $2,500 to $3,700 for the 1993-94 school 
year, I am disappointed that we were 
not able to increase the award to $4,500 
until 1997. Over the past decade the 
cost of attending a public or private in
stitution has risen twice as fast as the 
median family income. While many 
families struggle over how they are 
going to be able to finance their chil
dren's education, too often they watch 
those dreams fade out of their reach 
because of cost. Many of the changes in 
this legislation, including the elimi
nation of home equity and family farm 
in the needs analysis, will expand ac
cess for all families regardless of eco
nomic status. 

In addition to expanding access for 
middle-income working families who 
have been squeezed out of the program 
in the past decade, the legislation also 
simplifies the student aid application 
process; significantly expands the early 
intervention programs, such as TRIO; 
improves program integrity: more ef
fectively serves nontraditional stu
dents; and strengthens the antifraud, 
abuse provisions in the bill which have 
led to increased loan defaults in recent 
years. 

As we look toward the 21st century, 
the workplace will require highly 
skilled and educated workers. This 
measure is an integral part of our ef
forts to improve our competitiveness in 
a global economy. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that t his legis
lation reaffirms our strong commit
ment to enhance higher education op
portunities for all Americans, and I 

urge my colleagues to support this im
portant bill. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL], the 
distinguished Republican leader. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to commend the members of the 
Education and Labor Committee for 
their excellent work on this important 
legislation to reauthorize the Federal 
higher education programs. 

The 5-year authorization we are con
sidering today will provide over $100 
billion in financial assistance to stu
dents pursuing a higher education. 

An important new component of the 
Stafford Loan Program established by 
this legislation provides unsubsidized 
loans to middle-income students. 

Although students must begin repay
ing these loans while still in school, it 
does provide access to federally guar
anteed funds which would not other
wise be available to such students. 

I am glad to see middle-income fami
lies at last get some attention from us. 

The rich can afford elite schools. The 
very needy benefit from Pell grants. 

But the great, hard-working, too 
often-ignored middle-income families 
are lost amidst our other concerns. 

The society that neglects the higher 
education of the poor lacks a heart. 

But the society that neglects the 
higher education of its most effective 
workers-the vital center of our na
tional life-lacks a brain as well. 

This bill remembers the forgotten 
strength of America in higher edu
cation-and it is about time. 

There are other aspects to the bill 
that deserve our attention: 

The supplemental loans for students 
program provides unsubsidized loans to 
independent undergraduate, graduate 
and professional students; 

And the PLUS Program provides 
unsubsidized loans to parents of de
pendent undergraduate students. 

The bill also increases the maximum 
grants under the Federal Pell Grant 
Program for the truly needy pursuing a 
higher education. 

There is an important reform in 
terms of the needs analysis of students. 
I refer to the elimination of the family 
home or family farm when calculating 
such need. 

It is monstrous to ask hard-working 
people to be penalized because they 
have the gumption and the work ethic 
to own a farm or a home. 

The legislation also deals with the 
important issues of program integrity 
and State oversight. 

We have seen alarmingly high default 
rates in recent years. Part of the prob
lem comes from the usual deadbeats 
who exploit any good program. 

But par t of the default problem can 
be t raced to schools that fail the stu
dents. 

Under the proposed reforms, States 
must designate postsecondary review 
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agencies which will review institutions 
based on certain criteria. 

If a State agency disapproves an in
stitution, Federal student aid will be 
withdrawn. 

Diploma mills and fly-by-night edu
cation rackets should not be allowed to 
rip off decent American kids. We have 
a responsibility to help these students. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
voting on this important legislation to 
continue to improve federal financial 
assistance for post secondary edu
cation. 

It seems at times that we can say of 
education what someone once said 
about the weather: Everybody talks 
about it but nobody does anything 
about it. 

Well, in this bill we are doing some
thing about it. 

Excellence and performance and dis
cipline and ambition will have to come 
from the schools and the students and 
the parents. 

But we can at least help a bit. 
The President has stated that he will 

sign this bill when it is presented to 
him. 

0 1720 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ANDREWS], one of 
our superstars on the committee. The 
gentleman is a new Member from New 
Jersey who set about to become and 
has become the expert in this body or 
the other body on the new concept, the 
one new concept that we are bringing 
to you of a Direct Student Loan Pro
gram, saving the Federal Government, 
we hope, in the future, as this project 
works out, billions of dollars a year. 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I begin by thanking my col
leagues on both the majority and the 
minority side, particularly the ranking 
minority person, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. COLEMAN], for their ex
cellent work, the staff on both sides, 
for their tireless work in making this a 
reality, and especially to Chairman 
FORD for his guidance and leadership 
and personal commitment in making 
this bill a reality. 

I am real proud to be part of this, be
cause I think this is an example where 
government listened and understood 
for a change. 

We understood that people from dif
ferent political parties have to put 
aside their differences and do some
thing to move the country forward, and 
we did in this bill, and both parties 
should feel very good about that. 

We understood that middle class peo
ple should do more than just pay for 
college financial aid. They ought to 
participate in it as well, and we did 
something about that, with the 
unsubsidized program, with the expan
sion of the Stafford Program, and we 
believe ultimately with our direct 
lending demonstration program. 

We understand that everybody does I also in particular want to express 
not live like Ozzie and Harriet, that my delight that we are going to make 
there are a lot of people who are single more money available for the construe
parents who need to get higher edu- tion of scientific buildings, many of 
cation. There are a lot of people who which now on our university campuses 
have to go back to higher education in were built in the Sputnik era and are 
the middle of our lives or in the middle beginning to deteriorate. 
of their careers, and we did something Earlier today we had a long debate 
about that. We began to change the about foreign trade issues, and let us 
formula so those individuals can get make it clear that it is our scientific 
back into higher education. research facilities in the United States, 

We understood that as we expand and the scientific research done on 
education, we do not look to the tax- American campuses which makes us 
payers, and we do not look to cutting the world power which we are today. 
other worthy programs to pay for it. This bill will guarantee that the Uni-

This bill begins to say to those who versi ty of Wisconsin and other major 
have not done their fair share that universities will remain the best re
they should pay for the expansion of search facilities in this country as we 
Federal financial aid. If you are receiv- gradually begin to rebuild our sci
ing bank fees or commitment fees that entific infrastructure. 
are a wasteful subsidy, you should pay Keep one fact in mind from the de
to expand Federal financial aid, not the bate about what happened to incomes 
taxpayers. in the 1980's. Those who prospered were 

If you are a defaulter on your loan, if people who had the ability and the ac
you are a school that would exploit cess to education, and this piece of leg
this process, you should pay to expand islation in front of us today, done on a 
Federal financial aid. 

Finally, the thing that I think we bipartisan basis, will guarantee that it 
will open up education and open up op

should feel most good about is that we portunities for the next generation of 
are hearing everywhere we go in our 
districts across this country that Americans about to enter our colleges 

and universities. 
Americans want to go back to work. Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
We understood that for many Ameri-
cans you cannot go back to work until I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
you go back to school, until you get West Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN]. 
into school, and for many Americans Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
this is the way back to school. It is the in support of the conference report on 
way back into school and it is an ac- the higher education reauthorization. 

A college education is a key to oppor
complishment that we should feel very tunity in our society. Unfortunately, 
good has been accomplished. over the last decade the cost of edu-

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- cation has increased while the amount 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG]. It of financial aid available to middle-in
seems that our committee has been come families has decreased. This leg
blessed by a number of good outstand- islation helps reverse that trend, and I 
ing new members on both sides of the commend the committee's efforts-and 
aisle. I want to commend all those Chairman FORD's leadership-in bring
members, and especially the gentleman ing this bil~ ~efo~e the Ho~se. . . . 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG] who is one One prov1s1on mcluded m th1s b1ll 1s 
of those new members who have made - troubling to me, however. Under title 
valuable contributions to this product. IV, proprietary s.chools are subject to 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Speaker, again I want an 85-15 rule. Th1s rule mandates that 
to congratulate Chairman FORD and if a proprietary school receives more 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. than 85 percent of its revenue from 
COLEMAN] and also the gentleman from Federal financial assistance, then the 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] for their institution would be ineligible for fu-
hard work on this bill. ture Federal funds. 

Like many of the speakers before me, I support efforts to address waste and 
let me single out in particular what abuse of Federal dollars in postsecond
this bill does for the middle class. By ary institutions. But this provision is 
finally removing homes and farms from extremely discriminatory to propri
the need analysis, it is going to reopen etary schools that serve financially un
loan programs to many middle-income derprivileged areas-such as the propri
families which have been cut out for etary schools in my district in West 
the last decade. Virginia. 

Today 80 percent of the financial aid I strongly believe the 85-15 rule must 
at American universities and colleges be broadened. It must take into consid
goes to families which make less than eration such criteria as: the population 
$20,000 a year. This bill is now going to being served; the demographics of the 
make aid available to families with say region; outcomes or placement assess
two people working, both of whom ment; and the evaluation of program 
make modest salaries, $16,000 or $17,000, content. 
$35,000 combined, who are now cut out With such modifications, the 85-15 
of the aid program. Instead, with the rule would accomplish its goal without 
bill before us today, it is going to ex- punishing proprietary schools that pro
pand eligibility perhaps up to $50,000. vide a great service to financially 
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needy citizens. I hope that this modi- I rise just to point out that those 
fication can be accommodated in fu- Members who voted to drop the Solo
ture legislation. mon amendment from this conference 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, report, which would have required the 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman suspension of education assistance for 
from Colorado [Mrs. ScHROEDER]. individuals convicted of drug sales or 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I possession, unless they enrolled in are
thank the committee chairman for habilitation course. 
yielding me this time. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to express 

I must say as one who went to the my disgust with my colleagues on the 
University of Denver, as the distin- other side of the aisle who voted to 
guished chairman did, I am very, very strip my amendment from the higher 
proud and honored that he came for- education conference report. 
ward with this bill. It is a real tribute My amendment suspends education 
to the gentleman, because as I hear assistance for individuals convicted of 
many people talking about what a drug sales or possession. When these 
great bill it is on both sides of the individuals obtain rehabilitation, they 
aisle, it was Chairman FORD who really once again become eligible for edu
made this all happen, and I think we cational assistance. This approach en
cannot forget that. courages individuals with drug prob-

I would like to engage the gentleman lems to seek assistance. 
from Michigan, the chairman of the This strategy for fighting drugs has 
Committee on Education and Labor, in the support of the President, the Sec
a brief colloquy regarding the issue of retary of Education, the drug czar, and 
loan eligibility. I wanted to make sure the overwhelming majority of Ameri
that I am correct in stating that for cans. 
the purposes of determining a student's Additionally, all the House Repub
Stafford and SLS loan limits under · licans on the conference supported this 
both the current law and the con- provision. 
ference report, students who are en- The House Democrats on the con
rolled in a program for which 2 years of ference, on the other hand-voting 
postsecondary education are a pre- straight party line-moved behind 
requisite are considered to be third- closed doors to strip this common
year undergraduate students? sense, antidrug provision from the con-

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, ference report. These Democrats in
if the gentlewoman will yield, the gen- elude Mr. FORD, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. 
tlewoman from Colorado is correct. HAYES, Mr. MILLER, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I PAYNE, Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. SERRANO, 
thank the gentleman for making that Mrs. MINK, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. REED, 
clarification, and I certainly hope the Mr. ROEMER, and Mr. KILDEE. 
bureaucrats get the message on that In addition to these members of the 
clarification, because we have had a majority party on the conference, 
great problem with some excellent there are several other Democrats 
schools dealing with that, so I really who-with this latest action-have spo
thank the gentleman. ken out of two sides of their mouth 

Again I want to sincerely say, I know when it comes to issue of drugs. 
how long the gentleman has been work- I am talking about those Democrats 
ing on this and here we are with an on the Education and Labor Committee 
hour and. it all goes by, but the gen- who only 2 years ago supported an 
tleman really has been a terrific friend identical Solomon drug amendment to 
of young people trying to ascertain the the one which they opposed and voted 
American dream, and that is what this to strip from this bill during con
bill is about. It is making that brass ference. 
ring, making that hope, making those To refresh your memory, 2 years ago, 
job skills, making all those things that I offered the same exact drug amend
someone needs available to everyone, ment to the excellence in Education 
and not just people who belong to the Act. The House overwhelmingly ap
lucky sperm club and have a wealthy proved the measure by a vote of 315 to 
father. 59. Earlier this spring, the House 

So I thank the gentleman very much adopted the same amendment to the 
for remembering all Americans as we higher education reauthorization by 
plan this and opening the door to high- voice vote. 
er education for all Americans. I think In both instances, the vote on the 
it is very important, and I thank the amendment was clear-cut. The Ian
gentleman very sincerely. guage and intent was the same. The 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, context was an educational bill both 
the gentlewoman from Colorado is times. Same issue, same language, dif
overly kind and makes me blush. ferent vote. What happened? These 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. members who flip-flopped and voted 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may "no" once behind closed doors include 
consume to the gentleman from New Mr. GAYDOS, Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. 
York [Mr. SOLOMON]. UNSOELD, and Mr. ANDREWS. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank I want to assure those Members that 
the gentleman for yielding this time to I intend to offer this amendment again 
me. and again because the drug problem 

will never be solved unless the social 
and economic penal ties attached to 
drug use are made intolerable. At the 
very least, drug users must learn that 
they cannot break the laws of govern
ment and still expect to enjoy that 
government's benefits. 

The liberal Members of the House 
who vote against these cost effective, 
commonsense solutions to reduce the 
demand for drugs in this country are 
going to be held accountable to the 
voters. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD], 
who brought to the attention of the 
committee the needed improvements in 
campus security police which have 
been incorporated into this bill. 

0 1730 
Mr. RAMSTAD. I thank the gen

tleman for yielding this time to me. 
Mr. Speaker, this higher education 

reauthorization conference report con
tains an important provision requiring 
colleges and universities to develop 
sexual assault policies. 

This provision was based on legisla
tion I introduced a year ago last May, 
H.R. 2363, the Campus Sexual Assault 
Victims' Bill of Rights Act. This meas
ure gathered the strong bipartisan sup
port of 191 cosponsors and received the 
endorsement of many organizations, 
including Security on Campus, Inc., 
the National Victim Center, the Law 
Enforcement Alliance of America, the 
National Network for Victims of Sex
ual Assault, and National Action 
Against Rape. It also has the endorse
ment of the United States Student As
sociation, Safe Campuses Now, Inc., 
Students Together Against Acquaint
ance Rape, and many other student or
ganizations across the country. 

In the course of my work on this bill, 
I learned of hundreds of tragic cases of 
campus rape victims who were unable 
to obtain justice for the crimes against 
them. Too often, Mr. Speaker, their 
greatest obstacle was the indifference 
9f the college officials they had sought 
out for assistance after the attack. 

Mr. Speaker, rape is rape. Whether it 
occurs in a dark alley or an ivory 
tower, the crime of rape must be dealt 
with seriously. 

Tragically, the incidence of rape on 
campus has reached epidemic levels. A 
campus rape is reported every 21 hours. 
However, because rape is probably the 
most underreported of all crimes, one 
study estimates that 6,000 rapes occur 
each year on campuses across the Na
tion. 

An even darker picture, however, is 
painted by the most respected study to 
date , a 1987 National Institute of Men
tal Health Study conducted by Dr. 
Mary P. Koss, professor of psychiatry 
at the University of Arizona Medical 
School. The NIMH study found that 
one in four college women is the victim 
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of rape or attempted rape during her 
college career. Further, the study 
found that fewer than 5 percent of rape 
victims report their assaults to police. 

These statistics-and the violence, 
trauma, and physical pain they rep
resent-are truly shocking. Adding to 
the problem, a growing number of cam
pus sexual assault victims and their 
parents have expressed anger and frus
tration with the way college adminis
trators have handled incidents of sex
ual assault. Too often, victims are un
aware of their legal rights and options 
and frustrated in exercising their legal 
rights. Too often, these crimes go com
pletely unreported. 

Underreporting occurs for a number 
of reasons. Some victims feel ashamed 
and afraid, some are unaware of their 
legal rights, and some doubt the ac
cused will ever be punished. The result 
is that while so many women continue 
to be victimized, only 1 of every 100 
campus rapists is ever prosecuted. 

While it is tragic enough that these 
women are physically violated and 
forced to bear severe emotional scars, 
many of these women also report they 
are traumatized a second time when 
their allegations are mishandled by 
campus authorities. In fact, less than 
40 percent of campus rape allegations 
result in any institutional penalty. 

Mr. Speaker, passage of this legisla
tion will ensure that campus sexual as
sault survivors are not traumatized 
this second time. Campus officials can 
no longer remain indifferent to these 
traumas-or worse, sweep them under 
the rug. 

I want to extend my deepest thanks 
to Representative SUSAN MOLINARI, 
who coauthored this provision as an 
amendment to H.R. 3553 last March. 
Her counsel, dedication, and inspira
tion helped make this provision a re
ality. 

Mr. Speaker, the provision I have 
been talking about amends the Crime 
Awareness and Campus Security Act, 
which requires colleges and univer
sities to report crime statistics and de
velop a campus security policy. This 
provision adds the requirement of a 
campus sexual assault policy. 

Each institution of higher education 
would be required to develop and dis
tribute a statement of policy regarding 
that institution's sexual assault pro
grams aimed at prevention and edu
cation, as well as the procedures to be 
followed once a sexual assault has oc
curred. 

The provision further requires such 
policies to set forth general procedures 
to guide student victims once a sex of
fense has occurred; namely, who should 
be contacted; the importance of pre
serving evidence as may be needed for 
proof of criminal sexual assault; and to 
whom the alleged offense should be re
ported. 

Underlying this provision is the be
lief that victims of campus sexual as-

sault should be permitted to pursue re
dress for their attack either through 
the criminal justice system or on-cam
pus disciplinary proceedings. The op
tion to choose one or both of these al
ternatives should rest with the victim. 
Students should be informed of these 
options and receive assistance in noti
fying campus or local police. 

Under this provision, campus sexual 
assault policies would be required to 
address the procedures to be followed if 
the victim chooses to pursue an on
campus disciplinary proceeding. Such 
policies shall include a clear statement 
that both parties, the accuser and the 
accused, are entitled to the same op
portunities to have others present dur
ing a campus proceeding, and both 
shall be informed of the outcome of 
such a proceeding. 

The provision also requires higher 
education institutions to have a proce
dure regarding notification to students 
of existing counseling, mental health 
or student services for victims of sex
ual assault, both on campus and in the 
community. 

Further, sexual assault policies 
would be required to address notifica
tion to students of options and avail
able assistance in changing classes and 
living situations subsequent to an al
leged sexual assault, provided such op
tions are reasonably available. 

Finally, this provision clarifies that 
no private right of action is to be con
ferred upon any person to enforce the 
provisions of this law. 

Never again should a young rape vic
tim be left in the dark about her rights 
and made to feel like a victim for a 
second time. With the passage of this 
bill, it is hoped this will never happen 
again. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank also 
the members of the conference com
mittee, the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. COLEMAN], the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GooDLING], the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD], the 
chairman, and other members for their 
bipartisan support. It shows at least in 
this instance that the process works. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Speaker, this process began 
about 18 months ago. I can only say, 
without the guidance of BILL FORD we 
would not have gotten to where we are 
today. I say that not that we did not 
have our differences, we did; not that 
we did not have some problems along 
the line, we did; but as some of the 
Members have said today, here is a 
good example of how legislative proc
ess is supposed to work. You have your 
differences, you try to resolve as many 
as you possibly can, you go to the floor 
on votes, you go to the conference com
mittee, and the majority rules. 

Not everybody won everything they 
wanted in this bill on either side, or 
any philosophy, or any party, or any 

branch of Government. What we have 
crafted and come up with is a bill 
which puts the public interest first; the 
special interests, the partisan inter
ests, though many, many are second
ary and down the line. 

I just want to point out to my col
leagues that we can still make this sys
tem work on other pieces of legisla
tion. It just takes people of good will 
and good effort on all sides to do that. 

So again I thank the President, I 
thank the Secretary, I thank the Sec
retary of Education, the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. FORD], the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Goon
LING], and all Members who played 
such an active role in making this a 
success story today. 

Again, two members of the staff I 
would especially like to thank by 
name-on our side, Rose Di Napoli, who 
has been our lead Republican staff per
son; and Tom Wolanin, on the Demo
cratic side-who have put in a lot of 
hours behind the scenes to make sure 
that this bill has gone forward. 

I want to thank them on behalf of all 
of us. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself 6 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report 
on S. 1150, the Education Amendments 
of 1992, reauthorizes the Higher Edu
cation Act of 1965 for 5 years into the 
future. It authorizes more than $115 
billion over that 5 years, and rep
resents the biggest commitment to the 
future of education made at any one 
time in the history of this country. 

It is a very great pleasure for me to 
serve as chairman of this committee, 
with the kind of talent you have seen 
here on both parties on that commit
tee. 

But what we have here today is con
sistent with a 20-year history of that 
committee, long before I became chair
man, of reaching a bipartisan consen
sus on good legislation before we 
brought it to you on the floor and when 
we brought it to you back from con
ference. 

This legislation passed the House of 
Representatives 365 to 3. The sister bill 
to it passed the Senate 93 to 1. 

The day it was voted on here, we 
were operating with a kind of a, in my 
opinion, a silly threat of a veto coming 
from unelected, appointed people who 
intervened between us and the Presi
dent. 

I think I have to say at the outset we 
would not be here today if it were not 
for the hard work and conviction of the 
Republican members of my committee, 
who were willing, when push came to 
shove, to go directly to the President 
and tell them how they felt about the 
issues that are contained in this legis
lation and give them their best counsel 
on what ought to happen. 

Immediately after they did that, the 
signal came to me, "It is time to talk, 
it is time to get serious about coming 
to a conclusion." 
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We settled with each other very 

quickly and since then, even the Sec
retary has said that it is a good bill. He 
says it rather grudgingly in the press 
release that he sent to you in the last 
day or two, but it is the first step in all 
this process where I have not been con
fronted with a stamping of the foot, "I 
will hold my breath and tell the Presi
dent to veto your bill if you don't," 
sort of attitude from the Department 
of Education. 

I hope we will be able to work better 
in the future. We can, if they will lis
ten to their own Republicans on my 
committee. They overlook the fact 
that the committee is four and five 
deep with experienced people who un
derstand these programs and are going 
to hold out for what they believe to be 
right. 

None of this has been easy to reach. 
As a matter of fact, the final com
promise, as it was dubbed by some peo
ple in part as a face-saving mechanism, 
was a compromise that TOM COLEMAN 
and I reached before we ever came to 
the floor with this legislation. And 
they asked us, as a compromise, tore
turn to what TOM and I brought you. 
We had worked that out after the bill 
came from the committee and when 
the committee was still very well split. 

The members of both parties on this 
committee certainly should have dem
onstrated to all but the most cynical 
people in this country that there is not 
in fact gridlock in Washington. If there 
is a will to get it done, if there is an 
objective to be obtained and you can 
come to agreement on where you want 
to end up, we can in fact roll up our 
sleeves, slug it out and come up with 
an answer that is in the best interests 
of the American people. Every single 
member of the committee on both sides 
of the aisle at every stage of the way 
has been a contributing person and a 
positive force. 

In my extension of remarks, I would 
like to take the time that I will not 
take here on the floor, to give credit 
where credit is due to both Democrats 
and Republicans for constituent parts 
of this legislation that they brought to 
us and insisted upon. 

And when you look at the contribu
tions of all these members right down 
the line to the newest members of the 
committee, from the very highest in 
seniority on the committee, you will 
see that every member of this commit
tee was a contributing player in the 
final mosaic that came together and 
now has the approval not only of both 
Houses of the Congress, I am sure, but 
the President of the United States as 
well. 

We can work with the President 
when we put our minds to it-and when 
we get to him and get past the people 
who would stand in his way. 

I would want to close with one more 
thing. A phone call came to my office 
yesterday from the State of Pennsylva-

nia. I do not even know who the fellow 
was. He talked to a person in my office. 
He had some questions about how I got 
along with the ranking member of my 
c.ommittee. I do not know whether he 
was Democrat or Republican. But he 
seemed to suggest that he wanted to 
hear that we were fighting all the time. 

Well, I hope that person in Penn
sylvania is watching C-SP AN today be
cause I want to say that he deserves to 
have this said, and I hope this does not 
hurt you, BILL, with your Republican 
friends, but I have never worked with a 
better, more honest gentleman of in
tegrity than BILL GOODLING. TOM COLE
MAN is right there with him, but he is 
not any better. 

And BILL GoODLING is the reason that 
we can reason together on that com
mittee. He is an invaluable member of 
the committee. And no one of either 
party should wish him anything but 
good luck and Godspeed to return to 
us. 

The conference report on S. 1150, the Edu
cation Amendment of 1992, reauthorizes the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 for 5 years. In 
authorizing more than $115 billion over 5 
years, this bill promises the largest single in
vestment in our Nation's history in the edu
cation, training, and retraining of the work 
force for America's future. 

In the first year alone, the school year 
1993-94, this bill would provide for increased 
aid to pay for college to more than 1 0 million 
students and their parents. We know that this 
investment in America's future will pay off. A 
recent study determined that for each dollar of 
Federal student aid we will recoup more than 
$4 in increased taxes alone. 

The hallmark of this bill is increased loans 
and grants for students from the hard-pressed 
working and middle-income families who pay 
America's bills. In the last decade, these mid
dle-income families, faced with stagnant in
comes and soaring college costs, have seen 
the dream of a college education for their chil
dren slipping away. 

To meet the needs of these middle-income 
families the conference report provides that: 

All students regardless of family income can 
borrow up to the maximum Stafford loan; 

All parents with no adverse credit history will 
be able to borrow up to the total college cost 
minus other financial aid through the Parent 
Loans to Undergraduate Students [PLUS] pro
gram. 

The equity in a family's home or farm will no 
longer be considered in determining eligibility 
for financial aid; 

The Stafford loan limits would be substan
tially increased; and 

The maximum Pell grant award will be in
creased from $2,400 to $3,700 for the 1993-
94 school year. 

The conference report also addresses other 
important issues. Nearly 1 00 provisions in the 
bill strengthen controls on schools and col
leges to end waste and abuse and to minimize 
loan defaults. This bill ensures that an in
creased investment in student aid will be well 
spent. 

The conference report dramatically sim
plifies the often bewildering complexity of the 
current student aid forms and delivery system. 

Nontraditional students-those who are 
older, independent of their parents, working or 
attending school part time-are now the ma
jority in postsecondary education. S. 1150 re
vises the programs to more effectively serve 
these students. It is important to note that fully 
one-third of all student aid goes to students for 
direct job training and retraining in occupa
tional and vocational courses. That makes the 
Higher Education Act the Federal Govern
ment's largest job training program. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take this oppor
tunity to make some remarks clarifying several 
provisions in the conference report. 

First, a number of associations representing 
institutions of higher education have ex
pressed concerns to me and other conferees 
with respect to the impact of some of the 
changes in need analysis. It is their view that 
these changes will result in a significant num
ber of independent students, and dependent 
students who work, not being eligible for the 
same amount of aid they are now receiving in 
the Pell Grant Program if the maximum award 
remains at $2,400. The Congressional Budget 
Office does not agree with their analysis, and 
these effects were certainly not intended by 
the conferees. If the changes in need analysis 
are proven to have the unintended con
sequences which they fear, we will certainly 
take expeditious remedial action. 

Second, the conference report contains an 
important new Direct Loan Demonstration Pro
gram. Under this program loan capital will be 
provided directly by the Federal Government 
rather than through private lenders. Like the 
current guaranteed student loans, the new di
rect loans will be funded as an entitlement 
under the mandatory part of the budget and 
there will be no limit on the amount of capital 
that will be available to the institutions partici
pating in the demonstration. Capital availability 
will be determined by student and parent eligi
bility, just as in the guaranteed student loan 
program. With respect to the allocation of cap
ital to institutions, I would expect the dem
onstration program to operate like the Federal 
Pell Grant Program, with institutions able to 
adjust their requests for funds according to ac
tual student eligibility throughout the year. 

On behalf of the Government, institutions 
will determine student and parent eligibility, 
prepare necessary promissory notes and allo
cate funds to students following procedures 
similar to those used in the Federal Perkins 
Loan Program. As under the Federal Perkins 
Loan Program, an institution will be liable for 
determining student eligibility, executing prom
issory notes and disbursing funds to borrow
ers. However, unlike the current Federal Per
kins Loan Program, the institution will not be 
liable for a Federal direct loan during the re
payment period if the promissory note was 
properly executed. 

Profitmaking firms, nonprofit organizations, 
State entities, guarantee agencies and institu
tions of higher education will be eligible to 
apply for servicing and collection contracts. I 
would expect the Secretary to take advantage 
of the existing expertise of those involved in 
student loan servicing in awarding these con
tracts. In addition, I would expect the Sec
retary to permit, to the extent practicable, each 
institution to select a contractor which it be
lieves will best serve the institution and its stu
dents. 
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Third, the conference report requires that 

accreditors which accredit institutions of higher 
education for purposes of title IV eligibility be 
separate and independent both administra
tively and financially of any related, associated 
or affiliated professional association or mem
bership organization. It was not intended that 
this requirement apply to accrediting agencies 
which accredit programs for the purpose of es
tablishing the eligibility of these programs to 
participate in other nontitle IV programs ad
ministered by the Department of Education or 
other Federal agencies. Unfortunately, through 
a drafting error this requirement was applied 
to both types of accrediting bodies. I will seek 
to correct this error at our earliest opportunity. 

Finally, let me make it clear that this bill 
does not change current law with respect to 
the dental residents' eligibility for in-school 
loan deferment. Among those in postgraduate 
dental residencies, there are: Persons who 
pay tuition and receive a stipend; persons who 
pay tuition but receive no stipend; persons 
who pay no tuition but receive only a nominal 
stipend; and persons who neither pay tuition 
nor receive a stipend. 

All of these dental residents would be con
sidered to be students for purposes of eligi
bility for in-school deferment of their student 
loans if the institution at which they are receiv
ing training considers them to be students. 

Mr. Speaker, an equal opportunity to obtain 
a college education regardless of the eco
nomic circumstances of an individual or a fam
ily has long been the dream and the goal of 
Federal policy. In signing the Higher Education 
Act of 1965, President Johnson said that this 
law "means that a high school senior any
where in this great land of ours can apply to 
any college or any university in any of the 50 
States and not be turned away because his 
family is poor." In his higher education mes
sage to Congress in 1970, President Nixon 
said, "No qualified student who wants to go to 
college should be barred by lack of money." 
This bill accelerates our advance toward the 
goal of equal educational opportunity. 

Let me remark on the role of the administra
tion in producing this bill. The administration 
and all the President's men have been whin
ing and carping about this bill and resisting 
our efforts to aid middle-income families since 
our hearings began over a year ago. 

At our May 8 hearing last year, Secretary of 
Education Alexander proposed on behalf of 
the administration to narrow eligibility for the 
maximum Pell grant to those with incomes 
below $10,000. This proposal would have ex
cluded 400,000 currently eligible students from 
the program. Meanwhile our efforts pointed in 
the opposite direction, expanding the program 
to serve students from middle-income families. 

Last October after subcommittee markup, 
the Secretary sent a letter threatening to rec
ommend a veto of this bill because of the Pell 
grant entitlement and the replacement of the 
guaranteed student loan program by a direct 
loan program. 

As the bill was considered by the House this 
March, the statement of administration policy 
indicated that the President's senior advisors 
would recommend a veto, despite the fact that 
the Pell grant entitlement had been dropped 
and the direct loan program was reduced to a 
demonstration and a study. Now the first rea-

son for the veto threat was the extension of fi
nancial assistance to students from middle-in
come families. 

This May as the bill went to conference the 
veto threat was renewed this time because the 
direct loan demonstration program was too 
big, although the administration refused to tell 
us how big was too big and what size would 
be acceptable to them. 

As the conference meeting concluded the 
Secretary of Education issued a particularly ill
tempered and petulant veto threat again ignor
ing the important benefits in the bill for stu
dents from middle-income families and nar
rowly focusing on the size of the direct loan 
demonstration program. 

Now at last, after having stood in the way 
for the entire process, the administration has 
concluded that this is "a good bill" that the 
President should sign. 

The unelected political appointees purport
ing to speak for the Bush administration have 
been an obstacle around which we have had 
to navigate and an anchor that we have been 
dragging through this entire process, and I 
think everyone should know it. 

In concluding, I would like to pay special 
tribute to the many Members, particularly the 
members of the Education and Labor Commit
tee, who introduced legislation that has been 
incorporated into S. 1150. These bills, incor
porating many innovative and thoughtful ideas, 
were essential ingredients in the development 
of S. 1150. Following my statement I am in
cluding in the RECORD a list of the bills and 
their sponsors which were drawn upon for 
contributions to S. 1150. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support the 
conference report. 

BILLS INCORPORATED INS. 1150 
Andrews, Robert-H.R. 3211 establishing a 

direct loan program incorporated as a dem
onstration program in Part D of Title IV. 

Ballenger, Cass-H.R. 2943 requiring an 
evaluation by the Secretary of Education of 
programs which offer guarantees of assist
ance to elementary and secondary school 
students included in Title XIV. 

Barrett, Bill-H.R. 3411 to preclude the 
consideration of nonliquid assets in the de
termination of need for Federal student fi
nancial assistance included in Title IV. 

Clay, Bill-H.R. 1503 to provide financing 
for capital facilities at Historically Black 
Colleges and Universities included in Title 
VII. 

Cunningham, Duke-H.R. 3957, "The High
er Education Access Act," to provide assist
ance to needy students to cover the cost of 
fees associated with taking Advanced Place
ment examinations included in Title XV. 

Frank, Barney-H.R. 2171 to require notice 
to borrower by both seller and new holder 
when a loan is sold included in Title IV. 

Gaydos, Joseph-H.R. 3129 to clarify the 
difference between study by telecommuni
cations and correspondence incorporated in 
Title IV. 

Goodling, William-H.R. 2495, "The Teach
er Leadership Act of 1991," contributed to 
the development of Title V particularly with 
respect to the Mini-Corps, job banks and 
business partnerships. 

H.R. 2627 (by request), Administration's 
Higher Education Act reauthorization pro
posal, contributed a variety of proposals par
ticularly with respect to student aid, pro
gram integrity and Title ill. 

H.R. 2716, " Integrity in Higher Education 
Act of 1991," substantially included in Part H 
of Title IV, " Program Integrity TRIAD." 

H.R. 2852 to encourage articulation be
tween two- and four-year postsecondary edu
cation programs included in Title I. 

Gordon, Bart-H.R. 3239 to improve the in
tegrity of the student aid programs. Most of 
the provisions of this comprehensive integ
rity legislation are included in S. 1150. 

H.R. 3372 to create a comprehensive stu
dent aid data system included in Title IV. 

Gunderson, Steve-H.R. 3241, "Nontradi
tional Student Opportunity Act," substan
tially incorporated into Title IV. 

H.R. 3426 to improve access to postsecond
ary education for students with disabilities 
substantially incorporated into Title IV and 
other programs. 

Hayes, Charles-H.R. 3362 to establish a 
program for minority international service 
professional development included in Title 
VI. 

Henry, Paul-H.R. 2433, "The National Col
lege Athletics Accountability Act," to re
quire institutional reporting of expenditures 
for college athletics included in Title IV. 

Horton, Frank-H.R. 3437 to require a 
study of the use of Pell Grants by prisoners 
included in Title XIV. 

Jefferson, William-H.R. 3032 revises Title 
ill, provides for increases in the Pell Grant 
maximum and a Pell Grant entitlement, 
modifies the Perkins program, need analysis 
and general provisions, and includes revi
sions to Titles II, V, VI and IX substantially 
incorporated into Titles II, ill, IV, V, VI and 
IX. 

H.R. 3244 revises Title III included in Title 
ill. 

Kildee, Dale-H.R. 3179 amends the cooper
ative education programs substantially in
cluded in Title Vill. 

H.R. 3181 amends the college library pro
grams included in Title II. 

H.R. 3455, "Tribal Development Student 
Assistance Act," and H.R. 3456 included in 
Title xm. 

Klug, Scott-H.R. 2952, provides Perkins 
loan forgiveness for providers of services to 
individuals with disabilities included in Title 
IV. 

H.R. 3182 amends Title VII included in 
Title VII. 

Lipinski, William-H.R. 3136 to provide for 
evaluation of the TRIO programs included in 
Title IV. 

Lowey, Nita-H.R. 2065 requires institu
tions of higher education to disclose foreign 
gifts included in Title XII. 

H.R. 2142 expands focus of programs under 
the Higher Education Act to promote access 
to the sciences for women and minorities in
cluded in part inS. 1150. 

H.R. 2350, "National Liberty Scholarship 
and Partnership Act of 1991," incorporated in 
Subpart 2 of Part A of Title IV. 

Machtley, Ronald-H.R. 1141, "Education 
Partnerships Act," to permit students to use 
College Work Study funds for mentoring ac
tivities included in Title IV. 

Miller, George-H.R. 907 allows the use of 
state assessment system in the determina
tion of eligibility for Title IV of ability-to
benefit students incorporated in Title IV. 

Mink, Patsy-H.R. 2300 provides for can
cellation of Perkins loans for borrowers en
tering nursing included in Title IV. 

H.R. 2331 provides Pell Grant eligibility for 
less-than-half-time students incorporated in 
Title IV. 

Molinari, Susan-H.R. 3261 authorizes pre
freshman summer outreach programs for at
risk youth incorporated in Subpart 2 of Part 
A of Title IV. 

Owens, Major-H.R. 3189 provides for sup
port for minority students and faculty mem-
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bers to complete doctoral studies included as 
PartE of Title IX. 

Panetta, Leon-H.R. 1154, "Global Edu
cation Opportunities Act," to facilitate the 
participation of students in programs of 
study abroad included in Title IV. 

Payne, Donald-H.R. 3364 revises several 
programs to expand postsecondary opportu
nities for low-income and minority students 
substantially included inS. 1150. 

Perkins, Carl-H.R. 3632, "Work Colleges 
Act," to provide increased College Work 
Study support for work colleges included in 
Title IV. 

Reed, Jack-H.R. 3078 removes home eq
uity from the determination of expected 
family contribution included in Title IV. 

H.R. 3274 and H.R. 3275 alternative ap
proaches for excluding from need analysis as
sets in accounts which have been frozen in
cluded in Title IV. 

H.R. 3329 amends the TRIO programs to en
courage more efficient and effective adminis
tration and to strengthen early intervention 
services for disadvantaged youth included in 
Subpart 2 of Part A of Title IV. 

Richardson, Bill-H.R. 2009, "Higher Edu
cation Tribal Grant Authorization Act," and 
H.R. 2821, "Critical Needs for Tribal Develop
ment Act," to improve the postsecondary 
educational opportunities of Native Ameri
cans incorporated in Title xm. 

Roe, Robert-H.R. 190 to remove home eq
uity from the calculation of expected family 
contribution included in Title IV. 

Roemer, Tim-H.R. 3279 increases Pell 
Grant maximum and the allowance for child 
care in need analysis included in Title IV. 

H.R. 3396 amends the Fund for the Im
provement of Postsecondary Education in
cluded in Title X. 

Roukema, Marge-H.R. 1117, "Student Fi
nancial Aid Improvement Act of 1991," re
vises independent student definition, pre
vents double counting of student income, ex
cludes home, family farm and small business 
assets from need analysis, provides for 
overaward tolerance in College Work Study, 
restricts eligibility for Title IV assistance of 
parents of a dependent student and reduces 
amount of dependent student's contribution 
from income substantially incorporated in 
Title IV. 

H.R. 1118, "Student Loan Default Preven
tion Act of 1991," includes provisions for ex
change of information between guaranty 
agencies and state licensing boards, in
creased information from borrowers, im
proved exit interviews, restrictions on com
missioned recruiters, academic year defini
tion and application of tuition refunds to re
payment of Federal funds substantially in
cluded in Title IV. 

Sawyer, Tom-H.R. 1524, " Student Coun
seling and Assistance Network Act of 1991," 
incorporated in Subpart 2 of Part A of Title 
IV. 

H.R. 2531 provides for Urban Community 
Service and Urban College, University, and 
School Partnerships programs included in 
Title XI. 

Serrano, Jose-H.R. 2938 establishes a 
Teacher Opportunity Corps to enable para
professionals working in schools to become 
teachers incorporated in Title V. 

Weiss, Ted-H.R. 3334, "Perkins Loan Im
provement Act," to allow cancellation for 
teachers who teach in any Chapter 1 school 
included in Title IV. 

Williams, Pat-H.R. 2561 , "Middle-Income 
Student Assistance Act of 1991," expands eli
gibility for student loans, provides for an as
surance of Pell Grant funding and excludes 
home and family farm equity from consider
ation in need analysis included in Title IV. 

H.R. 2597 authorizes support for the Na
tional Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards included in Title V. 

H.R. 2912 authorizes support to institutions 
of higher education for programs to recruit 
and retain students preparing to become 
teachers largely incorporated in Title V. 

Wise, Robert-H.R. 4260 increases maxi
mum Pell funding, excludes home, farm and 
small business equity and establishes single 
need analysis system substantially included 
in Title IV. 

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
join my colleagues in commending you and 
your staff for the outstanding work you have 
done on the reauthorization of the Higher Edu
cation Act. I am in strong support of the con
ference report, S. 1150. 

One of the major barriers to participation in 
postsecondary education has been the rising 
cost. Over the last 1 0 years, the cost of a col
lege education has doubled, outpacing the 
rate of inflation. At the same time, most fami
ly's incomes have remained stagnant, and 
their purchasing power has eroded. One im
portant change in the legislation to address 
this trend is that the formula for determining 
how much a student or a family is expected to 
contribute toward . higher education has been 
made more realistic, in particular, by excluding 
home and farm equity from consideration. The 
result is that middle-income students are 
brought back into eligibility for Federal student 
aid programs. 

I am also pleased to note that the higher 
education conference report contains several 
provisions which I authored that will strength
en graduate education at historically black col
leges and universities. 

Mr. Speaker, since its establishment in 
1965, the Higher Education Act has been the 
primary vehicle for expanding access to post
secondary education for all Americans, and I 
believe that the amendments made to the leg
islation under your leadership further the goal 
of keeping the doors of the Nation's colleges 
and universities open to low- and middle-in
come people. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
commend the Education and Labor Committee 
for their fine work on the Higher Education 
Act, S. 1150. I believe this measure is an im
portant step toward improving middle-class ac
cess to postsecondary education. 

I would particularly like to express my sup
port for the inclusion of the work-college provi
sion in this bill. Work-colleges such as 
Blackburn College in my own district, offer stu
dents a unique program of education and 
community service. Blackburn's program helps 
students gain valuable work experience and 
take an active role in their community while 
furthering their education. The work-college 
provision of this bill is intended to recognize, 
encourage, and promote the use of such com
prehensive work-learning programs. 

There are now five schools operating under 
the work-college model but language con
tained in S. 1150 allows for the addition of 
other institutions that want to adopt the work
college approach. 

Again, I support the higher education bill 
and the inclusion of the work-college provi
sion. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the conference report. Over the past dec-

ada, middle-class students have been 
squeezed out of most Federal higher edu
cation aid programs. At the same time, the 
cost of attending college has risen dramati
cally, and sending children to college has be
come prohibitively expensive for too many 
families. For many people, the decision on 
what college to attend is not based entirely on 
academic preference. Cost has become as 
significant a factor in their decision as any
thing else. It is intolerable that qualified stu
dents are being denied the best possible edu
cation simply because they cannot afford it. 

I have heard from many concerned families 
from my district on Long Island. They have 
written to me over the past several months 
pleading that Congress do something to help 
them send their children to college. This bill 
responds to their need. 

I strongly support the provision in the bill 
which excludes the equity a family has in its 
home from determining how much they are 
expected to contribute toward higher edu
cation. This will enable a significant number of 
families in my district to be eligible for Federal 
loans. It will also allow more families to be eli
gible for Pell grants. Plain and simple, remov
ing home equity from the needs formula is a 
much more realistic way of determining a fam
ily's ability to contribute toward higher edu
cation. 

Another provision which directly assists my 
constituents is the provision which makes ev
eryone eligible to borrow the maximum Staf
ford loan, regardless of family income. Stu
dents from a family of four attending an aver
age-priced college with an income up to 
$70,000 will be eligible to have the Federal 
Government pay the interest on at least part 
of their Stafford loan. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation reaches out to 
people who need help. The future of our Na
tion rests on our ability to have the brightest, 
most able work force in the world. Providing 
access to higher education is critical if we are 
going to meet that goal. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the Higher Education Act amendments 
of 1992, H.R. 3553. I am proud to have been 
involved in the crafting of this important legis
lation that will determine how we prepare our 
youth for the future. 

The Los Angeles, and New York riots sent 
us an unmistakable message that our system 
is failing millions of young Americans. All 
across the Nation citizens are concerned. 
They recognize the need and importance of a 
quality education. 

This bill responds to the urgent needs and 
demands of our diverse student population. In
cluded in this measure is a provision to create 
a new authorizing $45 million program in part 
A of title Ill for Hispanic-serving institutions. 

I am especially gratified that an innovative 
program which I authored-the new teaching 
careers, which will aid paraprofessionals 
achieve their teaching certificates or li
censes-has been authorized at $30 million in 
fiscal year 1993. 

Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed that we 
were not successful in our attempts to make 
the Pell grant an entitlement program this 
Congress. However, increases were made in 
the amounts of Federal student financial aid 
available to all students and families. Con-
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ferees also agreed to raise the Pell grant 
award to $3,70Q-and allow a summer Pell 
award to cover summer courses required for 
matriculation. 

Additionally, I am still concerned about lan
guage in the bill that would eliminate eligibility 
for title IV funds for any institution in which 
more than 85 percent of the institution's reve
nues are derived from Federal funds. Many of 
my constituents would be unnecessarily penal
ized due to their inability to fund their own 
education. I am worried that we may restrict 
an individuals ability to choose what may be 
their best option for a postsecondary edu
cation. 

I am pleased that this conference report in
corporates several recommendations from the 
Hispanic Caucus, including the expansion of 
early intervention programs, and the national 
survey of factors associated with participation. 
Such a survey will provide a biennial report on 
academic participation of disadvantaged, mi
nority, and language-minority students. As 
many educators are aware, the lack of data on 
Latinos and other minority students is a signifi
cant barrier to developing appropriate edu
cational remedies. 

The higher education amendments of 1992 
reprioritize this Nation's spending. The devel
opment of our human resources should be a 
priority because it will guarantee our future 
ability to compete in the global market. Only 
by enhancing the educational attainment of 
our competitiveness in the world market can 
we strengthen the state of our economy. I 
urge my colleagues to vote for this important 
legislation. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the conference report offered 
here today to S. 1150. While the conference 
report does not contain everything I and my 
constituents would have liked to see in the re
authorization of the Higher Education Act, it is 
a good bill and will help the students of this 
country achieve their goals to obtain a quality 
education while providing additional safe
guards to protect the financial interests of the 
taxpayers of our country. 

For many, if not most, young Americans 
today, higher education will be an essential 
component in their quest to realize the Amer
ican dream-or just to lead a happy and suc
cessful life. For decades now, higher edu
cation has been important in helping people 
enter the middle class from the lower class 
and has been increasingly important in open
ing up new career options for women and mi
norities. 

This conference report is good for middle-in
come students and their families. It removes 
home or farm equity from calculations of fam
ily need thus saving the one permanent re
source many middle-class families have. It 
also increases maximum income to $42,000 
for a family of four to eliminate the pitfall an 
increasing number of middle-class families 
found themselves in. Too many middle-class 
families trying to raise the funds to put their 
children through college found that they 
earned too much to qualify for financial aid, 
but did not have the resources to be able to 
pay for college without such help. Too many 
of these students had to delay or deny their 
dreams of a quality postsecondary education. 

For lower-income families the bill simplifies 
the paperwork needed to be completed in 

order for students to qualify for financial aid, 
extends eligibility for Pell grants to less-than
half-time students, and increases the maxi
mum Pell grant to $3,700. Unfortunately, this 
bill does not include a provision I strongly sup
ported when the bill was originally drafted-a 
provision to make the Pell Grant Program an 
entitlement. 

I felt that making the Pell Grant Program an 
entitlement was one of the single most impor
tant changes we could have--and should 
have--made in our higher education statutes. 
Over the last few decades the loan-grant im
balance has grown drastically. Students now 
get far less out of their grant dollars than they 
did 20 years ago. Even the poorest students 
must take out thousands of dollars in loans in 
order to afford a quality education. When the 
financial aid programs were originally created 
the intent was to provide grants to the poorer 
students and give middle-income students ac
cess to federally guaranteed loans to help 
them obtain the extra money they needed to 
pay for their education. Now, however, even 
the poorest students leave college owing 
$1 0,000 or more for their education--and to 
many students entering college the prospect 
of this level of indebtedness is prohibitive. 

Many of us wanted to return the program to 
its original goals; however, we were defeated 
in this attempt by those in this Congress who 
are not interested in fairness, access, and 
success for low-income students. 

I was also very disappointed that we were 
not able to include in this bill a new direct loan 
program to replace the current system of fi
nancing student loans that enables the bank
ing industry to run away with Government 
funds. A direct loan program has the potential 
to save the Government billions of dollars
however, the banking industry has a 
chokehold on this Congress on several issues, 
and the Guaranteed Student Loan Program is 
one of those issues. I was, however, glad to 
see that this conference report changes the 
way interest payments are made to the banks 
that participate in the program to make the 
subsidy more flexible along with the flexibility 
of interest rates. 

Despite these disappointments, this con
ference report will help the thousands of stu
dents who are from working class or middle
class families who have been wondering in re
cent years if they would be able to afford to 
go to college like they had dreamed. All stu
dents will now be able to borrow money for 
college regardless of family income; however, 
eligibility for in-school subsidization will still be 
based on financial need. Loan limits will be 
raised so that more undergraduate and espe
cially graduate students will be able to pay 
fully for their education. 

The conference report helps older, nontradi
tional students by increasing loan limits, ex
tending Pell grant eligibility to less-than-half
time students and increasing support for child 
care expenses. With this increased assist
ance, more older, independent people will be 
able to attend school while still supporting 
their families, thus enabling them to get better 
paying jobs after completing their education. 

The conference report also improves early 
outreach and intervention programs to encour
age students to succeed in elementary and 
secondary school so that they can make the 

most of postsecondary education. It strength
ens TRIO programs and creates a new Fed
eral-State partnership to encourage collabora
tion between school districts, instiMions of 
higher education, businesses, and community 
organizations to provide early intervention 
services to low-income and at-risk students. It 
authorizes $200 million to provide such serv
ices as tutoring, advising, mentoring, and pa
rental involvement activities. It will also estab
lish a need-based financial assistance pro
gram for students who participate in these pro
grams. These programs will help establish a 
stronger pipeline through students' early years 
to have greater access to higher education. 

The conference report also authorizes $65 
million in fiscal year 1993 for college and uni
versity library programs and includes in
creased fellowship funds to increase access to 
graduate programs for women and minority 
students. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this con
ference report and urge my colleagues to sup
port it as well. I also hope that in future years, 
we will be able to accomplish the goals we 
were not able to accomplish this year. Our 
low-income students need a guarantee that 
their Pell grant funds will be available to 
them-and the only way to do that is to make 
the program an entitlement. And the taxpayers 
need this body to do its best to reduce costs 
in the student loan program-and the way to 
accomplish that goal is to cut the banks out of 
the program and make it truly a people's-and 
students'-program. 

Again, I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
conference report. The students we help to 
obtain a higher education through this bill will 
be the government, business, and community 
leaders of tomorrow that will help this country 
remain strong. Support our students. Support 
the conference report. 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to rise in strong support of the Higher Edu
cation Act reauthorization conference report. 
Education is the key to our economic future 
and our future as a civilized society. This bill 
makes an important investment toward those 
ends. Every American who wishes to pursue 
their goals in life will now be better able to 
take advantage of the educational opportuni
ties as a result of this bill. 

This conference report is worthy of our sup
port for a number of reasons. It makes all stu
dents, regardless of their income, able to bor
row up to the maximum Stafford loan, with eli
gibility for the in-school interest subsidy based 
on financial need. All parents, regardless of in
come with no adverse credit history, will be 
able to borrow up to the total college cost 
minus other financial aid through the PLUS 
program. Approximately 3 million families of 
students will be able to borrow increased 
amounts. A family's home and farm equity will 
not be considered in determining a student's 
eligibility for assistance and increases the 
maximum Pell grant award to $3,700 making 
a student from a family of four with an income 
of $42,000 eligible for the minimum Pell grant. 

The report also makes several improve
ments in the effectiveness of student aid, sim
plifying the student aid application process 
and delivery system and addresses the needs 
of nontraditional students. 

Speaking as a Member from a rural area 
and a State where we depend upon the pres-
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ence of institutions of higher education to pro
vide economic development and educational 
opportunities, I am well aware of the impor
tance of this legislation. Our ability to compete 
in a changing international marketplace will 
depend upon our commitment to provide the 
next generation with a quality education. I 
commend the authors of this legislation for 
their wise course of action and lend my strong 
support to this bill. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
the conference agreement on S. 1150, reau
thorization of the Higher Education Act. I corn
mend Congressman WILLIAM D. FORD, chair
man of the Education and Labor Committee, 
for his leadership in crafting this important leg
islation. 

As chairman of the congressional Hispanic 
caucus, I am particularly pleased that S. 1150 
contains a number of provisions to increase 
the number of Hispanic, minority, and other 
low-income students in higher education. Sev
eral of these provisions were developed by the 
congressional Hispanic caucus as part of H.R. 
3098, the Hispanic Access to Higher Edu
cation Act of 1991. 

Among the important programs established 
in S. 1150 for Hispanic students are an early 
intervention program to reach out to students 
before they are at risk of dropping out, several 
teacher training programs designed to in
crease the number of qualified, minority teach
ers, and a new study to increase our under
standing of why Hispanics, minorities, and 
other low-income individuals participate or 
succeed in higher education. 

In addition to these programs, S. 1150 also 
contains a new $45 million institutional devel
opment program for Hispanic serving institu
tions [HSI's]. This program will help to ensure 
that our system of higher education meets the 
unique needs of the Nation's large and grow
ing Hispanic community. 

In sum, Mr. Speaker, S. 1150 will help to 
ensure that Hispanics and all Americans have 
an equal opportunity to benefit from the Na
tion's system of higher education. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
S. 1150, the conference report for the Higher 
Education Amendments of 1992. If this bill is 
enacted, students from working families-for 
whom the right to a college education has 
been slowly but surely drifting out of reach
will have better access to this part of the 
American dream. 

The Higher Education Act is the backbone 
of Federal aid to higher education. It is the bill 
that enables America's students to pursue 
their education past high school. Half of all of 
the students at the University of California re
ceive some form of financial support. And half 
of this support comes from Federal funding, to 
the tune of $214 million in the 198~90 aca
demic year alone. At the California State Uni
versity [CSU], nearly 200,000 students applied 
for financial aid in 199Q-91, a 17-percent in
crease over the previous year, and Federal fi
nancial aid accounted for 76 percent of the as
sistance that these CSU students received. 

Unfortunately, there has been a decline in 
Federal student aid over the last decade. This 
decline has been compounded by the fact that 
college tuitions have risen four times faster 
than the average family's disposable income 
during the same period. The administration's 

current student aid policies allow only the chil
dren of the very wealthy to go to any college 
they want, and limit Federal financial aid to 
only the poorest of the poor. The right to a 
college education has become more of a 
dream, and less of a reality, for the children of 
hard-working American families. 

But, the children of hard-working middle-in
come families should have the same chance 
to fulfill their dreams as children from wealthy 
families. S. 1150 will extend that opportunity to 
these children. S. 1150 is the bill that reau
thorizes and enhances the Higher Education 
Act, bringing Federal loans and grants for col
lege and trade school degrees within closer 
reach of students from our middle-income 
families. 

Forty-five percent of the students at the Uni
versity of California depend on the Govern
ment's guaranteed loan program to help fi
nance their education costs. Twenty thousand 
out of 1.5 million students at California com
munity colleges received guaranteed student 
loans in 199Q-91. S. 1150 will enable all stu
dents, regardless of income, to borrow up to 
the maximum limit allowed in this program. It 
will also permit more middle-income students 
to borrow more money each year. If it be
comes law, 1.1 million current borrowers will 
be able to borrow more money for their edu
cation. And 1.4 million new students will be el
igible to borrow-with 1.2 million of these stu
dents from families with incomes over 
$35,000. 

Depending upon their financial need, some 
students will be eligible for the in-school inter
est subsidy-the Government will pay the in
terest on their loans for as long as they are in 
school. For example, a student from a family 
of four, attending an average priced college, 
with a family income up to $70,000, will be eli
gible to have the Federal Government pay the 
interest on at least part of his or her Govern
ment loan. 

The limits on guaranteed loans have also 
been raised-from $2,625 to $3,400 for full
time second year students, from $4,000 to 
$5,500 for full-time undergraduate students, 
who have finished 2 years, and from $7,500 to 
$8,500 for full-time graduate students. 

There are also no limits at all on PLUS 
loans-loans to parents for the education of 
their dependent children. This means that par
ents with good credit histories can now borrow 
what they need for their children's education, 
minus other financial aid, regardless of their 
income. As a result, about 3 million families 
with an average income of $44,000 will be 
able to borrow increased amounts. 

Borrowing limits are also increased for the 
Perkins loan program-loans for low income 
students. Students who participate in this pro
gram are eligible to have their loans forgiven 
if they enter certain careers-for example, 
teaching in schools in which 30 percent of the 
students' families are at or below the poverty 
level; teaching disabled infants, toddlers or 
children; or working for family service agen
cies that serve high-risk children. 

Approximately 70 percent of all Pell 
grants-the primary source of Federal student 
aid for low-income students-go to families 
with annual incomes below $15,000. But, if S. 
1150 becomes law, it is estimated that stu
dents from families of four with incomes up to 

$42,000 would be eligible for the minimum 
Pell grant. Additionally, the authorized maxi
mum grant would jump from $2,400 to $3,700 
during the first year, and this would increase 
to $4,500 over the next 5 years. Another 1 
million students would be eligible for Pell 
grants, and the 4 million students currently re
ceiving Pell grants would be eligible for in
creased awards. California has historically re
ceived 7.5 percent of total Pell grant funds. 
Ninety-seven thousand California community 
college students received Pell grants in 199Q-
91. 

S. 1150 also introduces a new way of deter
mining need-a different means of calculating 
how much each family should contribute to
ward educational expenses-opening the door 
even wider for middle-income parents. Equity 
in the family home or farm is no longer in
cluded in the needs assessment, and there is 
an educational savings protection allowance 
that will aid families who have been able to 
plan ahead and save for their children's edu
cation. 

The bill streamlines the whole application 
process for students so that they only have to 
fill out one form for all their Federal applica
tions. And students may also just update their 
applications annually, instead of filling out an 
entire new form each year. 

S. 1150 also reaches out to nontraditional 
students-who are usually older, working, and 
returning to school for a degree-by making 
less-than-half-time students eligible for grants, 
by including a child care allowance when de
termining grant eligibility, and by not limiting a 
student's length of study, but instead allowing 
students to remain eligible for grants so long 
as they are making satisfactory progress. 

S. 1150 also establishes a demonstration 
program for direct loans to students, eliminat
ing banks and other lending institutions and 
permitting the schools themselves to originate 
loans. It is anticipated that this pilot program 
of direct lending will save the Government $47 
million over the next 5 years. 

S. 1150 contains provisions that will end 
fraud, waste, and abuse in the system. For ex
ample, S. 1150 now requires that State agen
cies review schools that wish to participate in 
the Federal program. And, in an effort to re
duce loan defaults, it introduces graduated re
payment schedules for borrowers. 

What adds to the importance of the bill is 
the fact that, although loans and grants for 
students and families are the heart of S. 1150, 
this bill is much more far reaching. S. 1150 
supports college work study programs involv
ing part-time work for graduate and under
graduate students. It also supports teacher 
training and recruitment through programs that 
recruit and train badly needed teachers for el
ementary and secondary schools. Examples 
are the new national teacher academies in 
English, math, science, history, and foreign 
language, and the career and educational op
portunities for support workers in elementary 
and secondary schools who want to become 
certified as teachers. 

S. 1150 also supports sexual offense edu
cation and prevention grants on campus. It 
maintains partnerships-between school dis
tricts, institutes of higher education, busi
nesses, and community organizations-to pro
vide tutoring, mentoring, and parental involve-
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ment activities that will encourage students to 
go to college. S. 1150's programs also sustain 
and strengthen historically black colleges and 
universities, as well as college and university 
libraries. 

Every American child should be allowed to 
pursue a higher education. If this is indeed 
prominent on our list of priorities, we cannot 
permit our Nation's educational programs to 
be jeopardized by inadequate funding. S. 1150 
is the tool that will help us to meet our respon
sibility to provide our children with basic ac
cess to the variety of postsecondary education 
options that this country has to offer. 

Mr. Speaker, I once again commend Chair
man FORD and the members and staff of the 
House Education and Labor Committee, as 
well as the Subcommittee on Postsecondary 
Education and their colleagues in the Senate, 
for their ongoing work in developing and for
mulating the Higher Education Amendments of 
1992. Moreover, I urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to support this important 
piece of legislation. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, our higher 
education system is the most extensive in the 
world, preparing students for a wide variety of 
career paths. However, it is not without its 
faults. The current student loan system has 
some serious problems that need to be ad
dressed, one being that over $1 billion is wast
ed annually on interest subsidies to banks of
fering student loans. Additionally, those stu
dents lucky enough to get loans find them
selves strapped with huge loan payments after 
graduation. The debt burdens and difficult re
payment schedules these borrowers face are 
often unbearable and the major reason our 
default rate continues to skyrocket. 

The direct lending pilot program, included in 
the reauthorization package of the Higher 
Education Act, is a sensible solution to the 
problems plaguing current financial aid pro
grams. The direct lending provisions of the 
legislation authorize the Secretary of Edu
cation to pick a combination of schools which 
collectively lent $500 million in student loans 
last year, to start direct-lending programs. 
Some 35 percent of the schools in the pilot 
program would be able to offer students the 
opportunity to pay back their loans on an in
come-contingent basis. 

Removing banks from the student loan sys
tem will drastically curb waste in our financial 
aid programs. Currently, student loans are fi
nanced by using private capital, for which the 
Government is charged market interest rates. 
With this pilot program, however, students will 
receive loans directly from the Government 
and costly interest subsidies will be eliminated. 

Since 35 percent of the schools involved in 
the pilot program will offer students an in
come-contingent repayment schedule, borrow
ers will find that their loan payments are more 
reasonable. This progressive system guaran
tees that borrowers at all income levels will 
not pay more per month than they can afford. 
It also means that college graduates taking 
lower paying jobs in teaching or social serv
ices can make smaller loan payments at lower 
interest rates for a longer time than someone 
who takes a high-paying job. 

Another major advantage of the income
contingent repayment schedule is that loan 
defaults, which last year cost the taxpayers 

over $3.6 billion, will be reduced significantly. 
Since borrowers will only pay a manageable 
percentage of their income, there will be no 
need to default. 

As you may know, I have been a long-time 
supporter of direct lending and income-contin
gent repayment schedules. These innovative 
programs save hard-earned taxpayer dollars 
and make the current financial aid system 
more efficient. Additionally, they give students 
trying to finance their educations a better deal. 

Not only will the direct-lending portion of the 
pilot program give every student, regardless of 
family income, the chance to finance their col
lege education, but the income-contingent re
payment provisions will reduce the number of 
defaults. 

While I would like to see a more com
prehensive income-contingent loan program 
implemented, I believe that this proposal is a 
step in the right direction. I urge my col
leagues to support the reauthorization pack
age and give this important loan program the 
chance it deserves. 

Mr. PICKEn. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the conference report for S. 1150, the High
er Education Act Amendments of 1992. 

At a time when over 7 percent of our people 
are out of work, and our basic industries are 
struggling to compete effectively with those in 
Japan, the European Economic Community, 
and much of the Third World, the Higher Edu
cation Act represents a wise investment in our 
economic future. It has helped millions of 
Americans develop their full potential by giving 
them a chance to attend college or vocational 
school. Without a doubt, the Higher Education 
Act is one of the best programs ever devised 
by Congress to help build a highly qualified 
work force and promote economic growth. 

The Higher Education Act Amendments of 
1992 will greatly improve upon current law by 
expanding the availability of Federal student fi
nancial aid to students from middle-class fami
lies. During the 1980's, the cost of a college 
education increased far more rapidly than ei
ther average wages or the general rate of in
flation, making it difficult-and in some cases 
impossible--for middle-income families to 
keep their children in school. The conference 
report recognizes this. 

I am particularly pleased that this con
ference report contains language to establish 
early intervention programs and scholarships 
to enable disadvantaged, at-risk students to 
enter and complete courses of study on the 
postsecondary level. The legislation would es
tablish a Federal-State partnership using the 
State Student Incentive Grant Program [SSIG] 
as a model, to fund scholarships for students 
who successfully complete precollegiate early 
intervention programs. 

In implementing this program, the legislation 
calls upon the Secretary of Education to "en
courage the State to ensure that the tuition as
sistance provided pursuant to this section is 
available to an eligible student for use at any 
eligible institution." I strongly urge the Sec
retary to take this instruction very seriously 
and ensure that States enable students to par
ticipate in any and all tuition assistance pro
grams funded by this legislation, should they 
choose to attend either independent or public 
4-year colleges and universities. 

Public and private 4-year colleges have 
shown that they are equally capable of edu-

eating poor and disadvantaged students. 
Those participating in the new early interven
tion scholarship programs will have overcome 
great odds and should be permitted to study 
at the institution of higher education which 
they believe offers them the greatest chance 
of fulfilling their goals. Poor and disadvan
taged students should have a choice. 

I also commend my House and Senate col
leagues for their efforts to further combat fraud 
and abuse in the Federal student loan pro
grams. Fraud and abuse cannot and will not 
be tolerated. In our efforts to eliminate fraud 
and abuse, however, we should be careful not 
to hinder the efforts of those career colleges 
which are striving to provide quality education 
programs to students who choose not to at
tend a traditional 2- or 4-year college or uni
versity. 

I have had the opportunity to visit several 
career colleges in my district and to talk with 
the students who attend these institutions. 
Many are the nontraditional students which 
this conference report strives to aid. Many 
come from disadvantaged backgrounds and 
are trying to avoid welfare dependency. Oth
ers are young people who want specialized 
training that will provide them immediate ac
cess into the work force. In my district, many 
of these students are, and will be, individuals 
affected by the military drawdown who will 
need retraining before they can enter the civil
ian work force. I am familiar with many career 
colleges which have been quite successful in 
preparing students for immediate work, and I 
believe that this is the kind of career prepara
tion that we should encourage rather than dis
courage. 

I am concerned that the language contained 
in this legislation which eliminates eligibility for 
title IV funds for any institution which derives 
more than 85 percent of its revenues from 
Federal funds, may result in restricting a stu
dent's ability to attend the postsecondary insti
tution of his or her choice. I would urge my 
colleagues to be careful in enacting legislation 
which restricts the ability of career colleges to 
participate in the Federal student aid programs 
when these schools serve a large number of 
students who need financial assistance the 
most. 

I commend Chairman FORD and the mem
bers of the conference committee for their ef
forts and I urge my colleagues to support the 
conference report. 

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the conference report on 
S.1150, the Higher Education Reauthorization, 
which is the main source of Federal assist
ance for our Nation's higher education pro
grams. However, while I support the bill, I 
should like to take this opportunity to object to 
one of the revisions to current law made by 
this legislation. Like the House adopted bill, 
the conference report discriminates against 
renter households. Under this new legislation 
the homeowner family will not have to include 
the value of its home in the financial aid appli
cation but the renter household that has 
$1 00,000 in savings will have to include that 
amount. The 1986 tax bill already provided a 
break to homeowners by allowing them to de
duct second mortgages for other purposes, in
cluding education, so why are we enacting a 
provision that further discriminates against 
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renter households? For my constituents, many 
of whom are renters, this change is grossly 
unfair and I feel an obligation to point it out. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, as a member of 
the conference committee, I rise in support of 
this conference report to reauthorize the High
er Education Act of 1965 because it will go a 
long way toward giving students the chance to 
achieve their educational dreams. It will also 
ensure that taxpayers' dollars are spent wisely 
and effectively. 

Too many students have seen their dreams 
of attending college fade away as college 
costs steadily increased at a rate that has out
paced the rate of inflation and also increased 
at a rate that is two to three times faster than 
the growth in the median family income. Dur
ing this same period, families who are not 
considered to be in the top 20 percent of the 
economic ladder have seen their incomes 
stagnate or decline. 

All of this is happening at a time when the 
Federal commitment to higher education has 
not even come close to keeping pace with the 
rate of inflation. Just look at the Pell Grant 
Program, for example. In 1979, the last year 
the program was fully funded, a student from 
a family of four having an income of $25,000 
could receive a minimum Pell grant. 

If overall funding for the Pell Grant Program 
and the 1979 maximum Pell grant of $1,800 
had kept pace with inflation, the maximum 
grant today would be about $4,500 and would 
provide a minimum grant of $400 for a student 
from a family of four earning about $49,000 
per year. 

While the maximum Pell grant is currently 
authorized at $3,1 00, because of funding 
shortfalls, the maximum grant students actu
ally receive is only $2,400. This level of sup
port provides a minimum grant to a student 
from a family of four having an income of 
$35,000. In other words we are failing to reach 
students we originally intended to help by 
some $14,000 in family income. 

The conference agreement before us at
tempts to correct this situation and to increase 
students' buying power in all of the assistance 
programs. As a result of this bill: 

Four million current Pell grant recipients 
would receive larger awards; 1 million addi
tional students would be eligible for Pell 
grants, with students from a family of four hav
ing an income of $42,000 eligible to receive a 
minimum grant of $400; 1 .1 million current 
Stafford loan borrowers would be able to bor
row larger amounts; 1 .4 million additional stu
dents would be eligible to borrow under the 
Stafford Loan Program with 1.2 million-or 86 
percent-of these new borrowers coming from 
middle class families; and, approximately 3 
million families would be able to borrow more 
money from the Parent Loans for Undergradu
ate Students Program. 

While all of this means that students will 
have more money available to finance their 
educations, it does concern me that a great 
deal of this money seems to be in the form of 
loans-not grants. 

When the student assistance programs 
were first created, grants represented about 
75 percent of a student's Federal assistance 
package and loans made up the other 25 per
cent. Today, those figures are reversed
loans comprise about 75 percent of a stu
dent's package and grants about 25 percent. 

This grant and loan imbalance has created 
serious debt burdens for many students and 
their families, especially those students from 
middle income backgrounds who have been 
forced to rely almost exclusively on loans in 
recent years. 

How well Federal education dollars for high
er education are used is another critical issue. 
It is no secret that the integrity of the assist
ance programs has come under serious scru
tiny in recent years. 

The conferees who worked on this report 
embraced a wide variety of provisions that will 
strengthen existing laws and regulations and 
add several new ones that are aimed at elimi
nating fraud and abuse in the student assist
ance programs. These provisions are also 
geared toward increasing the quality of serv
ices provided by all of the players involved 
with these programs-including schools, lend
ers, secondary markets, and guaranty agen
cies. 

I think we are all familiar with the tabloid 
news articles and the investigative television 
programs that focused on a few lousy schools 
in the career training sector of our higher edu
cational system. These accounts seemed to 
indicate and in some cases blatantly stated 
that the student assistance programs were rid
dled with fraud and abuse and that virtually 
every school was guilty of some impropriety. 

After the media blitz died down, many peo
ple were able to sit down and separate true 
fact from sensationalized fact. 

They discovered what I have been saying 
for many years now. Sure there is some fraud 
and abuse in the programs-but not to the ex
tent that people had been led to believe and 
not just on the part of career training 
schools-and that an unhealthy share of the 
fraud and abuse was brought about by a se
vere lack of oversight on the part of States 
and the Department of Education. 

They also learned that no all career training 
schools are lousy. In fact, not only are the 
vast majority of schools doing an outstanding 
job of educating and placing their students, 
but many of these schools are far superior to 
their neighboring, completely tax-supported, 
community colleges. 

We have come a long way in a few short 
years because fewer people are calling for the 
complete elimination of career training 
schools, and more people are realizing that 
students must have a wide variety of edu
cational options-including choosing a quality 
career school over a mediocre community col
lege. 

While we have come a long way, we still 
have an even farther way to go because there 
are still individuals who refuse to look at the 
facts and wrongly insist that virtually every ca
reer school is in business solely to rip off stu
dents and taxpayers simultaneously. 

Unfortunately, the reputations of many fine 
career schools have been tainted because 
they have been painted with the same indis
criminating brush as that which was properly 
used to paint a handful of their colleagues. 

Even though many of the integrity provisions 
are targeted toward career training schools, 
several of my colleagues tried to ensure that 
students attending all types of schools would 
be treated fairly and equitably. And, for the 
most part, the integrity provisions are rational 
and defendable. 

I am confident that most of the schools 
which are performing exceptional services to 
their students and communities will have little 
difficulty in meeting the new standards. Unfor
tunately, no matter how fair we tried to be, 
some good schools will not be able to meet 
them. Hopefully, the number of good schools 
which will be forced to close will be very low 
because we really cannot afford to lose even 
one good school. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in support
ing the conference report because the provi
sions in it will ensure that students have the 
necessary finances to attend postsecondary 
programs of their choice, and will ensure that 
their money is well spent by eliminating both 
real and perceived fraud and abuse practiced 
by all of the entities having an interest in the 
assistance programs-including schools, lend
ers, secondary markets, and guaranty agen
cies. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ex
press my strong support for this measure for 
which the chairman of the House Education 
and Labor Committee, Mr. WILLIAM FORD, has 
worked so tirelessly. His tremendous efforts 
will result in expanded access of middle-class 
families to student financial aid. Although the 
real heart and soul of this bill centers on finan
cial aid, I want to highlight some specific provi
sions in the legislation. 

Of particular significance is title V regarding 
teacher training. This title provides for the in
clusion of teaching academies in the foreign 
language subject area. Foreign languages and 
international education are areas that I have 
long been involved and supported. My most 
recent effort in this area was legislation I intro
duced last year called the Global Education 
Opportunities Act, H.R. 1154. 

Provisions from both titles of my bill were ul
timately incorporated into the reauthorization 
measures in both the House and Senate. As 
a result, this country will have more teachers 
trained at the elementary and secondary level, 
and the resources to accomplish this goal. 
Also included are provisions to make it easier 
for students to use their financial aid moneys 
to study abroad, which is an activity already 
allowed under current financial aid rules. 

All of this would not have been possible 
without the support of Chairman FORD, the 
1 00 cosponsors of this legislation, and the 
support of my colleague, Senator CHRIS
TOPHER DODD, who introduced the companion 
bill. Mr. DODD and I also cochair the House/ 
Senate International Education Study Group 
which is an informal group of members who 
work to increase congressional and national 
awareness of the importance of foreign lan
guages and international education to the 
quality of life, national security, and economic 
prosperity of the United States. 

The need for these foreign language and 
international education provisions is more than 
evident. Only 17 percent of public elementary 
schools offer any form of language instruction 
and more than 35 States are experiencing or 
projecting shortages of foreign language 
teachers. Too few Americans study abroad, in 
fact, fewer than 17 percent of American under
graduate students study abroad. Furthermore, 
far too few American students in the sciences, 
engineering, business, and other disciplines 
crucial to our economic well-being study a for
eign language or study abroad. 
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I believe that the inclusion of these provi

sions of my original legislation will address 
these needs and truly help in setting this 
country on a course toward proficiency in 
other languages and cultures to cope on an 
everyday basis, beginning with elementary 
and secondary language acquisition, and 
qualified teachers. 

At no time in history have events in one 
country or on one continent had more perva
sive and lasting impact on the rest of the 
world. Changing world conditions are focusing 
the attention of America on the inescapable 
reality of cultural and linguistic diversity. Our 
vision for the world must include a global per
spective and global knowledge if we hope to 
improve our Nation's competitive edge in the 
global marketplace. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. Speaker, 
today we are given the unique opportunity to 
help average Americans realize the dream of 
sending their children to college. The con
ference report on the Reauthorization of the 
Higher Education Act represents the culmina
tion of efforts of all those who made it a prior
ity to expand access to higher education to in
clude all Americans, including middle-income 
and farm families. 

For many average families in this country, 
the dream of higher education was becoming 
more and more distant. These middle-income 
families often were ineligible to receive student 
financial aid, even though no one reasonably 
suggested that their incomes were adequate 
to cover the rising costs of college tuition. The 
very taxpayers who bear the brunt of paying 
for Federal financial aid programs were fore
closed from participating in it. 

Many families found themselves ineligible 
because of equity that they had built in their 
homes or farms. The financial aid program ex
pected parents to sell their homes and farms 
in order to send their children to college. This 
unfair policy had the effect of excluding many 
middle-income families from realizing their 
dreams of higher education. 

The legislation that we are considering 
today finally treats farm families and other 
middle-income Americans fairly in the distribu
tion of financial aid. This bill increases income 
eligibility limits for guaranteed student loans 
and Pell grants, increases Pell grant award 
amounts, and revises the eligibility determina
tion formula to exclude home and farm equity. 
At last, average Americans will be able to af
ford to send their children to college without 
giving up their homes and their livelihoods. 

As a cosponsor of the Middle-Income Stu
dent Assistance Act, much of which is incor
porated into this bill, I support the conference 
report's efforts to finally make a college edu
cation affordable to all Americans. This bill re
stores the dream of higher education for thou
sands of middle-income and farm families, and 
deserves the support of every Member of this 
House. 

Mr. BUSTAMANTE. Mr. Speaker, today this 
House will consider the conference report on 
S. 1150, the Higher Education Amendments of 
1992. As a former educator, I strongly support 
this legislation, which will provide financial as
sistance for middle-income Americans. 

Included in this conference report is a title Ill 
provision establishing a postsecondary net
work of Hispanic institutions of higher edu
cation. 

This provision is based on legislation I intro
duced 4 years ago and is the culmination of 
my efforts to enhance the educational opportu
nities of Hispanic-Americans. 

In this regard, I would like to thank the 
chairman of the Education and Labor Commit
tee for his support in including this provision in 
the conference report which I urge all Mem
bers to support. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of the 
conference report on S. 1150, the Higher Edu
cation Amendments of 1992. As a former edu
cator, I strongly support this legislation which 
will expand educational opportunities of mid
dle-income and low-income Americans. 

I would like to express my thanks to Chair
man FORD and the entire Education and Labor 
Committee for fighting so vigorously in con
ference to have included in the final con
ference report the title Ill provision establishing 
a postsecondary network of Hispanic institu
tions of higher education [HSI's]. 

This provision is based on legislation I intro
duced on March 22, 1989, H.R. 1561. I have 
worked for the adoption of the basic concept 
behind this bill for the past 4 years and am ex
tremely pleased that my many years of work 
have finally come to fruition. 

I have pressed for the inclusion of this legis
lation in the Higher Education Reauthorization 
bill in order to enhance the educational oppor
tunities of Hispanic-Americans. 

It is the view of this Congress that the es
tablishment of this HSI network represents a 
monumental step in Hispanic higher edu
cation-one which will provide Federal and 
State government, as well as the private sec
tor, with a federally supported and recognized 
Hispanic student network that will make it 
easier for such public and private entities to 
target education resources and programs for 
the purpose of improving Hispanic educational 
achievement. In the years to come, Hispanic
Americans will constitute a substantial portion 
of our work force, and it is the intention of this 
Congress that this legislation will act as a ve
hicle for ensuring that this important segment 
of the population will be educationally pre
pared to meet the challenge of working in an 
increasingly technology-driven society. In this 
regard, I would like to thank the chairman of 
the Education and Labor Committee for his 
support in including this Hispanic postsecond
ary provision in the conference report. The 
Hispanic community greatly appreciates and 
will long remember the educational assistance 
it has received from Chairman FORD. I urge all 
Members to support this crucial education leg
islation and submit the following documenta
tion as legislative history on this measure. 

COMMITTEE ON 
EDUCATION AND LABOR 

Washington, DC, April18, 1989. 
Hon. ALBERT G. BUSTAMANTE, 
Longworth House Office Building, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR AL: Thanks for writing me concern

ing H.R. 1561, the "Hispanic-serving Institu
tions of Higher Education Act of 1989." 

I think this is an important bill. It ad
dresses a very real need facing this country, 
namely the necessity of improving edu
cational opportunities and achievements for 
Hispanic Americans. I am personally inter
ested in this issue, and want to do what I can 
to be helpful. This Congress, we have several 
authorizations expiring, and thus we have a 

very busy hearing schedule already planned. 
However, the most appropriate context for 
the consideration of your bill might be the 
hearings leading to the reauthorization of 
the Higher Education Act. At that time, I 
would like to hold a hearing on your bill and 
the issue of Hispanic Americans and higher 
education, and I think the best location for 
such a hearing would be on a college campus 
in Texas. 

I hope we can work together at putting 
these hearings together and at making sure 
that Congress gives this legislation and the 
issue it addresses the attention and support 
it deserves. 

Best regards. 
Sincerely, 

PAT WILLIAMS. 

H.R. 1561 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Hispanic
Serving Institutions of Higher Education Act 
of 1989". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds and declares that--
(1) Hispanic Americans have suffered from 

de jure segregation at American elementary 
and secondary public schools; 

(2) failures of elementary and secondary 
school systems to meet the educational 
needs of Hispanic students are mirrored in 
postsecondary institutions; 

(3) therefore, Federal efforts should be 
launched at the postsecondary level to ad
dress the deleterious effects of discrimina
tion against Hispanics in education; 

(4) until the era of the civil rights move
ment, Hispanics (like black Americans) were 
often excluded from higher education, but 
unlike black and Indian groups, have re
ceived no support for developing their own 
Hispanic colleges and universities; 

(5) to address discrimination against His
panics in education a federally supported 
network of institutions of higher education, 
which have a student body that has tradi
tionally had a significant portion of Hispanic 
students, should be established; 

(6) the number of Hispanics enrolled in 
higher education has increased steadily over 
the past decade; 

(7) nevertheless the rate of higher edu
cation enrollment by Hispanic high school 
graduates has declined substantially over 
the past decade, despite a slight recovery be
tween 1985 and 1986; 

(8) the rate at which Hispanic children 
drop out of elementary and secondary 
schools is substantially higher than the na
tional average for all students; 

(9) higher education institutions play a 
constructive and critical role in helping the 
entire educational pipeline better serve per
sons of Hispanic origin; and 

(10) in order to undertake and carry out ac
tivities designed to improve Hispanic edu
cational attainment, these Hispanic-serving 
institutions will need additional financial 
assistance. 
SEC. 3. PURPOSE. 

It is therefore the policy of the Congress 
and the purpose of this Act to provide His
panic-serving institutions of higher edu
cation with financial assistance to improve 
the educational attainment of Hispanic 
Americans. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act--
(1) the term "Hispanic-serving institution 

of higher education" means an institution of 
higher education which-
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(A) has a student enrollment that is at 

least 25 percent Hispanic; 
(B) is duly accredited by an agency recog

nized for that purpose by the Secretary; 
(C) provides a four-year program leading to 

a baccalaureate degree or a two-year pro
gram leading to an associate's degree; and 

(D) is a public or nonprofit private institu
tion of higher education; and 

(2) the term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of Education. 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZED ASSISTANCE. 

(a) TYPES OF PROGRAMS AUTHORIZED.-The 
Secretary shall provide such financial and 
related assistance to Hispanic-serving insti
tutions of higher education as he finds nec
essary or appropriate to help them plan, de
velop, undertake, and carry out programs in 
any of the following areas: 

(1) Student financial aid programs targeted 
for Hispanic students at all collegiate levels 
based on need. The purpose of such programs 
shall be-

(A) to provide financial assistance to His
panic high school graduates who wish to en
roll at institutions participating under this 
Act; and 

(B) to provide financial assistance to stu
dents enrolled at institutions participating 
under this Act so those students can remain 
enrolled until the completion of their degree 
work. 

(2) Hispanic recruitment and retention pro
grams designed to increase the recruitment 
of Hispanic students at all collegiate levels 
by providing financial and academic support 
services designed to assist Hispanic students 
in completing academic requirements nec
essary for graduation in any degree program. 

(3) Academic tutoring and academic coun
seling programs designed to assist Hispanic 
students at all collegiate levels in the selec
tion of a suitable degree program, and pro
vide such students with any additional in
struction as may be necessary for them to 
complete their degree requirements. 

(4) The implementation of special edu
cational initiatives, such as-

(A) establishment of pre-freshman orienta
tion programs on campus to ease Hispanic 
students' transition into higher education by 
providing counseling on critical study skills, 
academic resources, and personal budgeting 
techniques; 

(B) establishment of pre-freshman instruc
tion programs designed to help Hispanic stu
dents complete introductory college-level 
courses in core curricula such as math, 
science, and English; and 

(C) establishment of academic support 
services for Hispanic students enrolled in 
fields where Hispanics are traditionally 
underrepresented such as math, science, and 
engineering. 

(5) Collaborative activities with local edu
cational agencies to identify Hispanic stu
dents at risk of dropping out, to implement 
programs to prevent dropping out, and to at
tract Hispanic dropouts back into the class
room. 

(b) CONDITIONS FOR ASSISTANCE.-(!) The 
Secretary shall not provide assistance under 
this Act to any two-year institution unless 
such institution agrees to reserve at least 25 
percent of its funding under this Act to as
sist graduates of the institution to continue 
and complete their college educations at 
duly accredited four-year institutions of 
higher education. 

(2) The Secretary shall not provide assist
ance under this Act to any four-year institu
tion unless such institution agrees to reserve 
at least 25 percent of its funding under this 
Act to recruit graduates from two-year insti
tutions participating under this Act. 

SEC. 8. APPLICATION PROCESS. 
(a) INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY.-Any insti

tution of higher education desiring to re
ceive assistance under this Act shall submit 
to the Secretary such enrollment data as 
may be necessary to prove that it is a His
panic-serving institution of higher education 
as defined in section 4, along with such other 
information and data as the Secretary may 
by regulation require. 

(b) APPLICATIONS.-Any institution which 
is determined by the Secretary to be an eli
gible Hispanic-serving institution of higher 
education (on the basis of the information 
and data submitted under subsection (a)) 
may submit an application for assistance 
under this Act. The application shall in
clude-

(1) a 5-year plan for improving the assist
ance provided by the institution to Hispanic 
students at the collegiate and pre-collegiate 
levels; 

(2) satisfactory evidence that the institu
tion will, if provided with assistance, enter 
into a collaborative arrangement with at 
least one local educational agency to provide 
that agency with assistance in reducing His
panic dropout rates, improving Hispanic 
rates of academic achievement, and increas
ing the rates at which Hispanic high school 
graduates enroll in higher education; and 

(3) such other information and assurances 
as the Secretary may require to carry out 
the purpose of this Act. 

(C) ADDITIONAL COLLABORATIVE ARRANGE
MENTS PERMITTED.-In addition to the col
laborative arrangement required by sub
section (b)(2), an eligible institution may 
enter into collaborative arrangements with 
nonprofit organizations or private sector 
business entities, or both, in order to carry 
out the purposes of such subsection. 
SEC. 7. AWARDS OF ASSISTANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Upon approving the appli
cation of any Hispanic-serving institution of 
higher education submitted under section 6, 
the Secretary shall enter into arrangements 
with such institution to provide it with fi
nancial assistance in such form, and for such 
period not exceeding 5 years (subject to sub
section (b) and subject to the availability of 
appropriations), as he may deem appropriate 
to carry out the purpose of this Act. 

(b) ANNUAL REVIEW OF INSTITUTIONAL PRO
GRAMS.-The Secretary shall annually review 
the conduct of each institutional recipient of 
assistance under this Act of the programs 
and activities for which such assistance is 
being provided, and shall terminate the pro
vision of such assistance if, pursuant to any 
such review, he determines that such pro
grams and activities are not achieving their 
objectives. 
SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

To enable the Secretary to carry out this 
Act, there are authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $70,000,000 for the fiscal year 1990 
and such sums as may be necessary for each 
of the succeeding 4 fiscal years. 

COMMITTEE ON 
EDUCATION AND LABOR, 

Washington, DC, June 22, 1992. 
Hon. ALBERT BUSTAMANTE, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR ALBERT: Thank you for the letters of 
May 6 and June 8 commenting on the reau
thorization of the Higher Education Act on 
which you joined as a member of the Con
gressional Hispanic Caucus. I have delayed 
responding until the conference committee 
on this legislation completed its delibera
tions so that I could report to you the ac-

tions of the conference with respect to the 
issues on which you commented. 

I am very pleased to report that the con
ference committee accepted the provision to 
create a program for Hispanic-Serving Insti
tutions in Part A of Title ill. At the initia
tive of Congressman Serrano the full author
ization of $45 million was accepted. In addi
tion, the definition of Hispanic-Serving In
stitutions as those with an enrollment of at 
least 25% Hispanic students was also re
tained. 

The conference agreement includes the 
provision from the House bill to grant states 
the flexibility to develop their own methods 
of determining whether a student possesses 
the "ability to benefit" from higher edu
cation. The provision that would have ex
cluded institutions from the Pell Grant pro
gram as well as the Stafford Student Loan 
program based on high default rates was 
dropped as you recommended. The require
ment that institutions derive not more than 
85% of their revenues from the student aid 
programs was retained. However, it is impor
tant to note that this provision applies only 
to proprietary schools and would therefore 
not affect institutions in Puerto Rico, which 
are primarily private non-profit institutions, 
or tribally-controlled community colleges. 

Finally, the recommendations which you 
made concerning data collection, TRIO, 
early intervention, teacher training and 
graduate education were all substantially ac
cepted in the conference. 

Finally, let me also respond to the letter of 
May 15 concerning loan access for students 
attending private career schools on which 
you joined as a member of the Texas Con
gressional Delegation. The conference agree
ment adopted the strongest language that 
was available to enhance the lender of last 
resort program in each state to ensure that 
all students have access to loans to enable 
them to pursue postsecondary education. 

I appreciate very much your support for 
the reauthorization of the Higher Education 
Act when this legislation was considered by 
the House in March. I hope that you will sup
port the conference report (S. 1150) when it is 
taken up by the House in the near future. 

With kind personal regards, 
Sincerely, 

WILLIAM D. FORD, 
Chairman. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
June 8, 1992. 

Hon. WILLIAM D. FORD, 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As you know, the His
panic-Serving Institutions (HSI) provision 
under Part A of Title m of the Reauthoriza
tion of the Higher Education Act is of ex
treme importance to the nation's Hispanic 
community. The new section will provide: 

* * * grants and related assistance to His
panic-Serving Institutions to improve and 
expand their capacity to serve Hispanic and 
other low-income students. 

Your assistance is needed and respectfully 
requested to help ensure that this new sub
part is enacted into law. Three issues are es
sential to the success of this proposal. 

First, it is essential that the authorization 
level for HSis remain at $45 million. This au
thorization will ensure that HSis receive the 
assistance they need to make a difference 
with the mission to provide our Hispanic 
youth with the financial resources to pursue 
an education. 

Second, the 25 percent enrollment level is 
important to ensure that a sufficient number 
of institutions are prepared to meet the 
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needs of a large and growing Hispanic com
munity. Increasing the threshold to 40 per
cent, for example, would eliminate more 
than half of the mainland institutions eligi
ble under the 25 percent threshold. 

Third, tying the HSI provision to full fund
ing for Part A is not acceptable because such 
a "hold harmless" clause would prevent the 
funding of the HSI provisions. We would like 
to state that the HSI provision is a NEW and 
separate funding authority, and is not de
signed to impact Part A. 

The Congressional Hispanic Caucus is very 
supportive of the HSI language as it cur
rently exists in S. 1150. We respectfully urge 
your support of this provision, which is of 
the utmost importance to our nation's His
panic youth. 

Thank you in advance for your coopera
tion. 

Sincerely, 
Solomon P. Ortiz, Esteban E. Torres, E 

(Kika) de la Garza, Matthew G. Mar
tinez, lleana Ros-Lehtinen, Ed Pastor, 
Edward R. Roybal, Jose E. Serrano, Al
bert G. Bustamante, Bill Richardson, 
Ron de Lugo. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
April14, 1989. 

Hon. PAT WILLIAMS, 
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We wish to respect

fully request a hearing on H.R. 1561, the 
"Hispanic-Serving Institutions of Higher 
Education Act of 1989," which was intro
duced on March 22 of this year by Rep. Al
bert G. Bustamante. 

This legislation is supported by the Con
gressional Hispanic Caucus, and would great
ly assist us in improving the educational at
tainments of Hispanic Americans. As a rap
idly increasing segment of our general popu
lation, Hispanic students have traditionally 
not done as well as other students at the 
postsecondary level. H.R. 1561 would address 
this problem by authorizing $70 million for 
colleges and universities with at least 25 per
cent Hispanic enrollment. We believe the 
federally supported network of hispanic in
stitutions established under this bill would 
help provide Hispanic students with much 
needed supplementary financial assistance 
and academic support services. These serv
ices would in turn help to retain and recruit 
Hispanic college students. 

Enclosed is a copy of the bill which has 
been endorsed by the National Council of La 
Raza, the National Association of Latino 
Elected and Appointed Officials, and the His
panic Association of Colleges and Univer
sities. We would support combining a hear
ing on H.R. 1561 with any other relevant 
measures pertaining to Hispanic education. 
We would also welcome and appreciate any 
field hearings you could hold on the bill in 
Texas, where the need for this legislation is 
most apparent. 

We look forward to working with you on 
this vital educational initiative. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT G. BUSTAMANTE, 

Member of Congress. 
JAIME B. FUSTER, 

Chairman, Congressional Hispanic Caucus. 
Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 

I'm happy to be here today to discuss reau
thorization of the Higher Education Act. Pas
sage of this legislation is an important step in 
helping low- and middle-income students 
achieve the dream of a college degree. 

Providing Americans with the opportunity to 
earn an education is essential if this Nation is 

to prosper. We will not maintain our competi
tiveness on the world scene if we fail to pre
pare for the competition. 

This bill is important because it recognizes 
the current imbalance between grants and 
loans for students trying to finance their edu
cation, and attempts to correct that problem. 
By supporting this legislation, we have the OJr 
portunity to give students a real chance at put
ting themselves through school-without forc
ing them to graduate strapped with an unman
ageable debt. 

The cost of higher education has increased 
dramatically in the past 1 0 years, but we have 
not provided more financial aid to help cover 
these costs. 

Today we can reverse that trend by support
ing this bill. It raises the maximum Pell grant 
in the academic year 1993-94 to $3,700, 
eventually reaching $4,500 by 1997-98. The 
number of students receiving grant assistance 
would be increased by raising family income 
for minimum grant eligibility to $42,000. While 
this increase would still cover less than half of 
the average costs of a year's education, it will 
increase access to education for the people 
who need it the most. 

As much as an increase in Pell grants will 
help lower income students in their quest for 
a college degree, the middle class is also the 
winner in this proposal. 

This bill creates new incentives for families 
to save for their kids' education. Students are 
protected from losing eligibility for aid if their 
parents have saved for their education. Cur
rently, any such savings are counted twice: as 
savings and parental contribution. This change 
reflects the reality that savings are a one-time 
infusion of cash and will not be a yearly con
tribution. 

Availability of guaranteed student loans are 
expanded for those with middle income, by al
lowing all students, regardless of family in
come, to borrow the maximum Stafford loan. 

Most importantly, by passing this legislation, 
we can change the calculation for determining 
financial need to help middle-income Ameri
cans. It is unreasonable to expect a family to 
sell their horne, farm. or small business to pay 
for their kids' education. But under current law, 
these assets are considered when determining 
eligibility for financial aid. Changing this cal
culation alone will give many kids access to fi
nancial aid that they have not had for 1 0 
years, and help eliminate some of the 
squeeze felt by middle-income Americans. 

I'd like to thank the members of the con
ference committee for their work on this bill, 
and urge my colleagues to support it. Giving 
all Americans a chance for an education is 
key if we expect to retain our strength and OJr 
portunity as a nation. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Speaker, I am happy 
to rise today in support of this landmark legis
lation. Both the chairman and my good friend, 
the ranking member of the Education and 
Labor Committee, have a lot to be proud of in 
this bill. Unfortunately, there is one provision 
in the bill which I believe was maintained as 
an oversight. There were over 1,600 points of 
difference between the House and Senate ver
sions of the bill. That one bad provision should 
slip through in conference is understandable, 
but no less regrettable. 

The provision to which I refer is the so
called 85-15 rule. This provision requires title 

IV funding be cut off from any institution where 
85 percent of the students receive financial 
aid. Although I understand the intentions of 
the provision, I believe the measure is fun
damentally misguided. It will unnecessarily 
punish vocational and proprietary schools and 
the students who benefit from them. 

That more students at proprietary schools 
benefit from title IV funding relative to other 
postsecondary institutions should not be mis
understood. It merely proves the point that 
these schools serve a needier population of 
students. The 85-15 rule will hurt these stu
dents in a number of ways. First, it will restrict 
their ability to choose a quality postsecondary 
institution by removing one of the choices. 
Second, it will penalize these students for their 
inability to pay for their own funding. The sad 
fact of the matter is that a school in danger of 
approaching the 85-percent mark will simply 
refuse entrance to a prospective student rath
er than risk the severe penalty of crossing the 
artificial 85-15 line of death. By doing so, they 
will force perspective students to forgo the job
related training they may have otherwise re
ceived. 

Moreover, if the intent of the rule is to have 
proprietary schools conform with similar Fed
eral regulations to monitor the spending of 
Federal dollars, a complete cutoff of title IV 
funds should only come after default rates, 
placement rates and other outcome indicators 
have been evaluated as well. As it is, the as
percent mark is not a trigger but a threshold. 
If a school crosses that threshold, they auto
matically lose all future funding. For this rea
son, the 85-15 rule is bad public policy. When 
the President signs this bill and regulations 
are drafted, I expect this fact will become all 
the more evident. 

I would like to raise one more point. When 
I last spoke on this matter, I stated that de
stroying the orchard was a poor way to get rid 
of a few bad apples. I would ask my col
leagues to consider the following story which 
I was told a few months ago. It emphasizes 
the difficulties these schools confront and the 
potentially misleading inferences we draw from 
their problems. 

A president of one of the vocational schools 
in my district was asked to make a reaccredi
tation visit to a school in Newark, NJ. He ex
pected the worse. The school had extremely 
high default rates, low placement rates and 
was in all ways what one would expect of a 
bad apple school. As we all know, however, 
statistics seldom tell the whole story. 

When he arrived, he and the other visitors 
found that in the midst of some of the worst 
urban blight in the United States, this school 
was doing its best to provide job-related OJr 
portunities to the young men and women in 
the community. The school was well-run and 
clean. Remedial training in both reading and 
mathematics was included in its curriculum. 
The teachers were dedicated and the students 
motivated. With all its problems, this school 
was doing what no one else would. It was 
serving a community and a population of stu
dents that would not otherwise be served. By 
focusing on dry statistics, we miss the point 
that title IV funding was meant for schools and 
communities like this one. After all, if even 1 0 
percent of the students graduate and are 
placed in a job, there are that many more pro
ductive citizens added to our economy. 
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Although this school was reaccredited, it will 

go out of business as soon as the 85-15 rule 
is enacted. The community will lose one of its 
only functioning institutions and many pro
spective students will lose their only oppor
tunity to better themselves. It is my hope that 
in the next Congress, after these amendments 
have become law, that my colleagues will join 
me in passing a technical amendment to re
move this unfortunate provision. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the conference report on S. 1150, the High
er Education Act Amendments of 1992. I 
would like to commend the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. FORD] for the skill and leader
ship he has exhibited in bringing this vital 
measure to the floor for consideration. 

S. 1150 reauthorizes the Pell grant, Guaran
teed Student Loan Program, Federal student 
financial aid, institutional aid, and other Higher 
Education Act programs which are scheduled 
to expire at the end of fiscal year 1992. This 
measure expands Federal student financial aid 
to students from middle-class families and at
tempts to correct the imbalance between stu
dent reliance on loans versus grants. 

More specifically, many of the provisions of 
S. 1150 are consistent with provisions in
cluded in the previously passed House bill 
which I supported. For instance, they are simi
lar in that both include provisions to expand 
access by students from middle-income fami
lies to Federal financial aid programs. A spe
cial focus is placed on improving the integrity 
of these programs and to minimize waste and 
abuse. Moreover, both measures address the 
needs of nontraditional students and attempt 
to simplify the application process. 

Conversely, the conference report differs 
from the House-passed version of this bill in 
that the report increases the authorized maxi
mum Pell grant at amounts less than that pro
vided in the House bill. Furthermore, the con
ference agreement allows students to borrow 
more under the Guaranteed Student Loan 
Program than does the House bill. 

Relevant features of the agreement provide 
a maximum Pell grant of $3,700 for the 1993-
94 academic year, representing a $1,300-in
crease over the current maximum level. The 
maximum level will increase by $200 each 
year, reaching a $4,500 ceiling in the 1997-98 
academic year. 

Additionally, the agreement expands middle
class access to guaranteed student loans by 
creating an unsubsidized loan program that 
would allow students, regardless of family in
come, to borrow up to a maximum limit. The 
measure also simplifies the needs analysis 
process and establishes a direct loan dem
onstration program that would include institu
tions of higher education that represent a 
cross-section of all institutions. 

Finally, the bill also contains provisions in
tended to improve programs that serve histori
cally black colleges and universities [HBCU's]. 
HBCU's enroll approximately 300,000 stu
dents, the majority of whom are from low-in
come families and require the assistance of 
Federal financial aid in order to pursue a high
er education. The expansion of the student aid 
programs in S. 1150 should provide much 
needed assistance to these students. 

Mr. Speaker, throughout the 1980's, college 
costs have increased much faster than both 

median family income and federal student fi
nancial assistance. Between 1980 and 1990, 
college costs increased by 27 percent for pub
lic universities, and 54 percent for private uni
versities. However, during this period, the 
value of Federal financial aid has increased by 
only 23 percent, and the median family in
come has increased by only 15 percent. 

The value of grant awards also has de
clined. In fiscal year 1979, the maximum Pell 
grant award covered almost half of the aver
age cost of attendance. Currently, it covers 
about one-fourth of these costs. As a result of 
these trends, many students, particularly low
income students, increasingly have relied on 
loans to finance their education. Currently, 64 
percent of the $18.4 billion in aid available to 
students will be in the form of loans, while 36 
percent will be in the form of grants and work 
opportunities. This is the opposite of what was 
true a little over a decade ago. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report we have 
before us today addresses these trends and 
will put programs in place which will allow all 
students an equal opportunity to receive a 
higher education. It is for this reason that I 
support the conference agreement on S. 1150. 
I ask my colleagues to join me in support of 
its final passage. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the Higher Education Amendments of 1992, 
S. 1150, and urge my colleagues to support 
this conference report. 

This measure is a 5-year renewal of Federal 
student financial assistance grant and loan 
programs and continuing education, library 
services, and other important postsecondary 
programs. 

Of particular interest to me is a requirement 
that educational institutions use a portion of 
their college work study [CWS] dollars to fund 
community service jobs. During consideration 
of the reauthorization in the House earlier this 
year, I offered an amendment expanding the 
definition of community service and encourag
ing schools to fund more community service 
jobs provided under the CWS Program. Under 
S. 1150, schools participating in the CWS Pro
gram will now be required to use 5 percent of 
CWS funding for community service jobs, al
though they are allowed to apply for a waiver 
of this provision if a hardship could result. 
Long overdue, this change will provide many 
challenging new opportunities for students to 
address the educational, social, and environ
mental needs of their communities. 

I am also pleased that S. 1150 increases 
the loan limits in the Stafford Loan Program 
and establishes a new unsubsidized loan pro
gram. This new loan program will provide 
many students and their families who currently 
do not qualify for a Stafford loan with the aid 
necessary to pay school expenses. In another 
important and long overdue change, the reau
thorization allows most nontraditional students 
to apply for Pell grants-a change in policy I 
have fought for for over 5 years. In addition to 
these changes, the reauthorization removes 
the value of a family's home or farm from the 
determination of student aid eligibility, sim
plifies, and streamlines the student aid appli
cation and needs analysis, and establishes 
new student loan default provisions to ensure 
the integrity of the student loan programs. 

Despite the Bush administration's initial op
position, the conference report establishes a 

direct loan pilot program that will enable a 
cross section of postsecondary institutions to 
determine the financial need of students and 
originate loans to those students. This pro
gram holds great hope in eliminating many 
steps in the student aid process that in the 
final analysis make loan programs complicated 
for students and their parents and costly to the 
taxpayer paying the attendant subsidies and 
indirect costs. The GAO has estimated this 
program could save millions of dollars, and in 
any case, the conference report requires GAO 
to report by May 1998 to the Congress with an 
evaluation of this demonstration program. 

Mr. Speaker, there are few programs avail
able today more important than the student 
aid programs of the Higher Education Act. 
These programs are a very wise investment in 
our children's future, and provide the only ave
nue for many needy students to gain a post
secondary education. The conference report 
before us makes a number of long overdue 
changes in the law that will result in many 
more students becoming eligible for student 
assistance and for that reason I urge an "aye" 
vote on this vitally important legislation. 

Mr. HAYES of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to express my full support for the con
ference agreement on higher education. As 
you know, this measure reauthorizes the 
major Federal programs supporting post
secondary education, including over $18 billion 
in student aid to help financially needy stu
dents attain a higher education. 

As a member of the committee, our initial 
goal in this reauthorization was to ease the 
burden low- and middle-income families must 
carry in order to educate our youth. Success
fully earning a higher education is becoming 
more and more financially difficult for most, 
and almost totally impossible for many minor
ity youth. We must reinvest in the people of 
this Nation so that they are adequately pre
pared to compete with their minds instead of 
with military weaponry. 

That is what we have done today in this 
conference report. We have been successful 
in increasing student aid funds for Pell grants, 
as well as for student loans. While I regret that 
we were not successful in retaining language 
creating the Pell grant as an entitlement, 
which is truly what we ought to do for this Na
tion's students, I am pleased that we have 
made strides in improving access and oppor
tunity to a higher education for millions of 
Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to share my con
cern about a few provisions which may be 
quite detrimental to my constituency. As you 
know, the conferees agreed to eliminate for
profit institutions participating in title VI pro
grams in which 85 percent of the institution's 
revenues are derived from Federal funds. 
While I may understand the basic intent of this 
provision, it concerns me because private ca
reer schools often serve a large number of 
students who need Federal assistance the 
most. This provision seemingly undermines 
our efforts to increase access to a higher edu
cation. While it has been said over and over 
again, we must understand that all of our stu
dents do not have as an option the ability to 
attend a traditional 4-year institution. Through 
this provision, we may, in fact, penalize the 
very students we allegedly intend to assist 
through this legislation. 
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Additionally, Mr. Chairman, I am pleased 

that the conferees agreed to retain title IV eli
gibility for programs of less than 600 clock 
hours. I would like to align myself with the 
comments of my good colleague, Mr. GooD
LING, during his earlier colloquy with Chairman 
FORD specifying the intent of the conferees as 
it concerns program eligibility for these short
term programs. I believe that it is critical, as 
well as simply logical, that we permit quality 
short-term programs to operate. 

Finally, I am concerned about the likely out
come of the cohort default rate provisions in 
the conference agreement. As was repeated 
time and again throughout the hearing proc
ess, cohort default rates do not always reflect 
the quality of the educational institution. Given 
the fact that cohort default rate data is not al
ways accurate, I am unclear as to whether or 
not it is fair that we establish these cohort cut
offs. Moreover, we end up penalizing current 
students for the defaults of prior students. I 
encourage the Department of Education to 
closely consider program reviews, audits, 
guarantee agency reviews, and the historic 
mission of institutions when assessing institu
tional quality. I additionally suggest that the 
Department again reconsider its regulation as 
it concerns an institution's use of the mitigat
ing circumstances appeal process, so as tore
quire a broader view of the institution in deter
mining participation in student aid programs. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, included in this 
measure are three provisions which I au
thored. The first provision establishes an insti
Me for international public policy, which will 
hopefully encourage greater representation of 
African-Americans and other minorities in 
international service, including the U.S. For
eign Service. I was pleased that this provision 
originated from the field hearing held in my 
district as part of the reauthorization process. 
The president of Chicago State University, Dr. 
Dolores Cross, eloquently spoke in support of 
this addition to S. 1150. It is my opinion that 
institutions such as Chicago State University 
will be likely candidates to participate in this 
new program. I also want to briefly commend 
my colleague from the District of Columbia, 
ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, for her assistance 
in originally introducing this concept of H.R. 
3362 last September. It is clear that people of 
color are grossly unrepresented in the field of 
international affairs, and this inequity must be 
addressed. This provision is an effort to com
plement current activities in the international 
field to increase minority participation. 

Additionally, this conference document in
cludes a new demonstration program which 
encourages female and minority elementary 
and secondary students to pursue higher edu
cation in science and engineering. This provi
sion was modeled after effective and innova
tive outreach programs for female and minority 
students at the Illinois Institute of Technology 
[liT), located in my district on the south side of 
Chicago. liT has a well-established record of 
success in designing and administering 
science and engineering outreach programs 
for elementary and secondary students on the 
south side of Chicago. It is my hope and de
sire that institutions of higher education across 
the Nation will look at liT's model programs as 
they develop their own outreach efforts in this 
area. 

Finally, this legislation establishes a dem
onstration program through partnerships with 
institutions of higher education to provide 
training and technical assistance for school
based decisionmakers for school systems 
which are in the process of systemic reform. 
As nationwide reform efforts continue to de
velop, with the encouragement of this Con
gress, this provision is a specific effort to as
sist local education agencies in preparing par
ents, teachers, and other concerned citizens 
that are making critical staffing, management, 
and budgetary decisions under decentralized 
reform programs. Various locales, including 
the Chicago public school system, are certain 
to benefit from this provision. 

I encourage the support of my colleagues 
today because it is my belief that this is the 
first true economic relief package that has 
been considered in this body. With the riots in 
Los Angeles, and other disturbances nation
wide, indelibly etched in our memories, we 
must continue in our efforts to improve edu
cational opportunities for this Nation. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to rise in support of the conference 
agreement on S. 1150, the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1992, and to commend Chair
man WILLIAM FORD, ranking Republican mem
ber WILLIAM GOODLING, and the other mem
bers of the Committee on Education and 
Labor for their diligence, wisdom, and skill in 
crafting this legislation. This bill is the result of 
many long and arduous hours of effort by 
many individuals to fashion legislation that 
would be a fitting and thorough update to the 
Higher Education Act of 1965. The Higher 
Education Amendments of 1992 are worthy of 
our support both now and in the future when 
we are faced with bills to appropriate funds for 
the programs established in this legislation. 

This bill has been fashioned with the 21st 
century in mind and with the realization that 
today this Nation is too educationally under
prepared to become occupationally prepared. 
The opportunity for education and training 
more than any others that Government can 
provide is the fundamental prerequisite for 
meeting the challenge of competitiveness 
where we have fallen short. This bill takes up 
the challenge and points us in the direction of 
the future. 

I am especially gratified that the Institute of 
International Public Policy, which my colleague 
from Illinois, Mr. HAYES, and I proposed as an 
amendment to H.R. 3553, has been included 
in the conference agreement. We hear con
stant regret from public officials and from peo
ple of color that there are not more people of 
color available to represent the United States 
in a world that is predominantly nonwhite. As 
a former Chair of the Equal Employment Op
portunity Commission, I understand the impor
tance of mandating equal opportunity. But my 
experience also has taught me that we must 
facilitate the pursuit of equal opportunity. The 
primary purpose of the Institute will be to di
versify our Nation's Foreign Service Corps by 
actively aiding the development of minority for
eign service professionals. Key features of my 
amendment include a junior-year abroad pro
gram, fellowships for study at the master's de
gree level, and a cooperative program to pre
pare graduates for the foreign service exam
ination. Because Washington, DC, is the seat 

of government and the home of a large black 
and Hispanic population, I particularly hope 
that the institutions of higher learning in the 
District of Columbia and their students will 
benefit from this program. 

In a bill with many sections that address 
vital present and future needs, it is difficult to 
select some for special mention. However, I 
think this bill especially warrants praise be
cause it includes Pell grant eligibility for less
than-half-time students, reauthorization of spe
cial child care services for disadvantaged col
lege students, grants for sexual offenses edu
cation, grants to institutions to encourage 
women and minority participation in graduate 
education, programs to encourage minority 
students to become teachers, and provision to 
create a women and minorities science and 
engineering outreach demonstration program. 

While I support this legislation, I must ex
press a note of caution to my colleagues as 
we attempt to revamp the student loan and fi
nancial aid system to provide increased and 
improved access to financial aid for our Na
tion's college students. Let us not lose sight of 
our longstanding commitment to provide edu
cational opportunities to those who otherwise 
would have none. As we increase the access 
of middle-income students to financial aid 
funds, let us be mindful of the students who 
continue to be in greatest need of financial as
sistance and who are often least equipped to 
tap into available resources. The pool of funds 
has not been expanded in proportion to the 
number of hands that will be reaching in. If 
young Americans in search of opportunity are 
required effectively to mortgage their future to 
finance their education, many will be discour
aged. We must make sure that our efforts do 
not result in zero sum gain. 

Education is fast becoming as great a ne
cessity as food and shelter simply to maintain 
our present place in the global economy, 
much less move forward. Congress and the 
Nation are finally giving education higher prior
ity with the understanding that education is an 
absolute necessity if the United States is to be 
a world leader in the next century and beyond. 

Everyone, especially our youth, deserves 
the chance to learn, to dream, achieve, and to 
excel. Education offers this chance. It is our 
job to make sure that every American who 
wants to learn has access to educational op
portunities. This bill will open doors for many. 
I urge my colleagues to adopt the conference 
agreement and to vote to reauthorize the act. 

0 1740 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield back the balance of my time, 
and I move the previous question on 
the conference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I object to the vote on the ground that 
a quorum is not present, and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 
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The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab

sent Members. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 419, nays 7, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Allard 
Allen 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Btl bray 
Btltrakts 
Blackwell 
B111ey 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins <MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox(CA) 
Cox <IL> 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 

[Roll No. 274] 

YEAS-419 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan(ND) 
Dornan(CA) 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fields 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank(MA) 
Franks(CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
GoBS 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamtlton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes(IL) 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Harger 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Inhofe 
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Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Ktldee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Lehman(FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Levine <CA) 
Lewis(CA) 
Lewis(GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrary 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 

Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal(MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 

Anney 
Burton 
Crane 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Hatcher 

Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (lA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 

NAYS-7 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Doolittle 

NOT VOTING---8 
Hefner 
Hyde 
Lent 
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Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torrtcelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Stump 

Lewis (FL) 
Traxler 

Mr. ARMEY changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. ROSE changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

EXTENDING THE NATIONAL COM
MISSION ON TIME AND LEARN
ING 
Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Education and Labor be dis
charged from further consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 5560) to extend for 1 year 
the National Commission on Time and 
Learning and for other purposes, and 
ask for its immediate consideration in 
the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

TORRES). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Michigan? 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, I will not ob
ject. I want to give the chairman an 
opportunity to describe the bill and 
also give him an opportunity to repeat 
what we said in committee, that if this 
becomes a Christmas tree with lots of 
ornaments on it, we will not support it 
later on. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this legisla
tion. It is very noncontroversial and would cor
rect several current problems in Federal edu
cation legislation. I hope that the Senate will 
act on it expeditiously. 

The provisions of the act are: 
First, schoolwide projects in chapter 1 are 

those in which at least 75 percent of the stu
dents in the school are chapter 1 eligible. The 
law stated that a school district not reduce 
funding below the previous year. Since then, 
however, some districts have had budget cuts 
which will affect all schools-a situation we did 
not foresee. A number of schoolwide project 
schools will drop out this year if we don't fix 
this problem. 

The amendment would simply say that if all 
schools' funding is reduced, then 'schoolwide 
projects can be reduced at the same rate. The 
Department of Education [ED] supports this 
amendment. 

Second, with a recent reorganization at ED, 
some Assistant Secretaries [AS] are getting 
paid less than others. This provision would 
give them all the same pay level. 

Again, this is a provision that the Depart
ment supports. 

Third, we created a Commission on Time 
and Learning last year to study extending the 
school day and year. By the time it was orga
nized, its authorization was almost used up. 
This amendment would extend the Commis
sion 1 more year. 

ED supports this amendment as well. 
Fourth, in current law there is an authoriza

tion for a grant to support education programs 
on civics and government. Currently it only 
mentions elementary education. The group 
that has the grant would like to expand their 
work to secondary schools. The amendment 
would insert the words "and secondary" as 
well as make a few other technical amend
ments. This seems pretty straightforward. 

ED does not object to this amendment. 
Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen

tleman from Michigan. 
Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I concur 

with the statement of the ranking mi
nority member, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GoODLING] on this 
bill. I urge the passage of this legisla
tion, which extends the Commission on 
Time and Learning for 1 year and pro
poses several minor and straight
forward changes to existing law. 

With that in mind and with the words 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GooDLING] in mind; I would move 
the previous question. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5560 is a simple bill 
which proposes several minor and straight
forward changes to existing laws. 
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The first change simply amends the Edu

cation Council Act of 1991 to extend the au
thorization for the National Commission on 
Time and Learning for an additional year. 

This will ensure that this Commission has 
sufficient time in which to complete its statu
torily mandated responsibilities. 

The second change modifies the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act provisions 
authorizing the "We the People Program." 

These changes clarify that the Secretary of 
Education may provide assistance through 
grants as well as contracts, and this program 
should be available in secondary as well as el
ementary schools. 

The third provision amends title V of the 
. United States Code to require that all 1 0 As
sistant Secretaries in the Department of Edu
cation are compensated at the same level. 

This responds to a formal administration 
proposal. 

Finally, the bill amends the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act to modify the main
tenance of effort requirements for chapter 1 
schoolwide projects. 

This provision ensures that school districts 
will not have to reduce funding to their other 
schools in order to maintain the funding levels 
for schoolwide projects. 

I urge the adoption of the bill. 
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I with

draw my reservation of objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 5560 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF COMMISSION. 

Section 102(h) of Public Law 102-02 is 
amended by striking "and 1993" and insert
ing "1993, and 1994". 
SEC. 2. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND

MENTS. 
(a) CIVIC EDUCATION PROGRAM.-Section 

4609 of Public Law 89-10, as amended (20 
u.s.a. 3156 (b)), is amended-

(1) in paragraph (3) of subsection (a)-
(A) by striking the heading and inserting 

the following new heading: "CONTRACT OR 
GRANT AUTHORIZED.-"; and 

(B) by inserting "or grant" after "con
tract"; 

(2) by amending paragraph (3) of subsection 
(b) to read as follows: 

"(3) an annual national competition of 
simulated congressional hearings for second
ary students who wish to participate in such 
program."; and 

(3) in subsection (c) by inserting "and sec
ondary" after "elementary". 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.-
(1) Section 5315 of title 5, United States 

Code, is amended by striking "Assistant Sec
retaries of Education (6)" and inserting "As
sistant Secretaries of Education (10)". 

(2) Section 5316 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking "Additional Of
ficers, Department of Education (4)". 

(3) The amendments made by paragraphs 
(1) and (2) shall take effect on the first day 
of the first pay period that begins on or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(C) SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS.-(1) Section 
1015(b)(6)(B) of Public Law 89-10, as amended 
(20 U.S.C. 2725(b)(6)(B)), is amended to read 
as follows-

"(B) the average per pupil expenditure in 
schools described in subsection (a) (excluding 
amounts expended under a State compen
satory education program) for the fiscal year 
in which the plan is to be carried out will 
not be less than such expenditure in the pre
vious fiscal year in such schools, except 
that-

(i) the cost of services for programs de
scribed in section 1018(d)(2)(A) shall be in
cluded for each fiscal year as appropriate 
only in proportion to the number of children 
in the building served in such programs in 
the year for which this determination is 
made; and 

(ii) if the average per pupil expenditure of 
the local educational agency is less than 
such expenditure in the previous fiscal year, 
the average per pupil expenditure of schools 
described in subsection (a) may be reduced 
by the local educational agency in the exact 
proportion to the average reduction of ex
penditures for all schools in such agency. 

(2) APPLICATION.-The amendment made by 
paragraph (1) shall be effective on or after 
July 1, 1992. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SUPPLE
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS AND 
RESCISSIONS ACT, 1992 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, by direc
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 509 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 509 
Resolved, That all points of order against 

consideration of the bill (H.R. 5517) making 
appropriations for the government of the 
District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the 
revenues of said District for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1993, and for other pur
poses, for failure to comply with the provi
sions of clause 7 of rule XXI are waived. Dur
ing consideration of the bill, all points of 
order against provisions in the bill for fail
ure to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI are 
waived. Points of order under clause 2 of rule 
XXI against the amendment printed in the 
report of the Committee on Rules accom
panying this resolution are waived. Such 
amendment and any amendments thereto 
shall be debatable for the time specified in 
the report, equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. WHEAT] is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-

tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. MCEWEN], pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 509 
provides for the consideration of H.R. 
5517, the District of Columbia appro
priations bill for fiscal year 1993. 

The resolution waives points of order 
under clause 7 of rule XXI against con
sideration of the bill. Clause 7 requires 
relevant printed hearings and commit
tee reports to be available for 3 days 
prior to the bill's consideration on the 
floor. 

The resolution also waives points of 
order under clause 2 of rule XXI 
against the bill and against the amend
ment to be offered by Mr. McEWEN 
printed in the report accompanying 
this resolution. 

The amendment is debatable for 20 
minutes, with the time equally divided 
between proponents and opponents of 
the amendment. Clause 2 of rule XXI 
prohibits unauthorized appropriations 
or legislative provisions in general ap
propriations bills. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 509 is 
a straightforward rule allowing for free 
and open debate on appropriations for 
the District of Columbia. 

In line with the formula enacted in 
Public Law 102-102 last year, H.R. 5517 
appropriates a Federal payment equal 
to 24 percent of the local revenue col
lected 2 years previously. The measure 
also approves appropriations from local 
D.C. revenues. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to join the distin
guished member of the Rules Commit
tee from Missouri, Mr. WHEAT, in sup
port of House Resolution 509, the rule 
for the consideration of H.R. 5517, the 
District of Columbia Appropriations 
Act for Fiscal Year 1993. 

I commend the chairman of the Rules 
Committee, Mr. MOAKLEY, and our Re
publican leader, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], for reporting 
a rule for the D.C. appropriations bill 
which permits motions to strike fund
ing. 

It has historically been the right of 
Members to offer amendments striking 
funding from appropriations bills on 
the House floor. The right to offer 
those amendments is a fundamental as
pect of the appropriations process. Any 
deviation from this open process relat
ing to motions to strike, such as the 
rules brought to the floor for the Legis
lative and Foreign Operations Appro
priation Acts, is very troublesome. 

Again, I applaud this rule for permit
ting an open process for floor consider
ation of amendments striking funds 
from the bill. 

As my friend from Missouri has de
scribed, House Resolution 509 waives 
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all points of order against consider
ation of the bill for failure to comply 
with clause 7 of rule XXI, and all 
points of order against provisions of 
the bill for failure to comply with 
clause 2 of rule XXI. 

Finally the rule also waives clause 2 
of rule XXI against the McEwen 
amendment printed in the report. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to recog
nize the chairman of the Appropria
tions Subcommittee on the District of 
Columbia, the distinguished gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON], for his 
fine work in bringing this bill to the 
floor. The chairman, and the ranking 
member, Mr. GALLO of New Jersey, 
have worked with diligence and a com
mitment to improving life in our Na
tion's capital. 

I commend the chairman and ranking 
member for coming to Rules Commit
tee and asking for what is essentially 
an open rule. 

This appropriations bill is within the 
subcommittee's budget allocation. It 
appropriates $713.7 million for the Dis
trict Government in fiscal year 1993, a 
2-percent increase over fiscal year 1992 
funding, and $763,000 above the Presi
dent's request. 

Mr. Speaker, the Appropriations Sub
committee on the District of Columbia 
has labored for years to improve condi
tions in this city. Our Nation's Capital, 
the capital of the free world, is a trou
bled city-this subcommittee works 
hard to return this city to its past 
glory as a city every American can be 
proud of. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in order 
an amendment that I will offer to pro
hibit any funds in this bill from being 
used to enforce the current prohibition 
on the possession or use of mace within 
the District. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, it is no secret that 
our Nation's Capital suffers from a 
very serious crime problem. The threat 
of violent crime is something that Dis
trict residents, and those who work in 
this city, must live with on a daily 
basis. An increasing number of our con
gressional staff members, often dedi
cated young people who come from 
across the country to work in D.C. for 
Members of Congress from their home 
States, have suffered from violent at
tacks. 

Simply put, mace is a nonlethal de
fensive weapon that many law-abiding 
individuals, especially women, would 
like to have the right to carry. 

Unfortunately, D.C. law does not give 
them that right. Mace is currently con
sidered a dangerous weapon in the Dis
trict of Columbia. It is illegal for the 
very women who walk in fear in D.C. to 
carry mace to protect themselves. This 
prohibition is patently absurd. 

My amendment to this appropria
tions bill will prohibit any appro
priated funds from enforcing this pro
hibition on carrying mace. This amend
ment has bipartisan support, including 

the support of the subcommittee chair
man and ranking member. 

Mr. Speaker, carrying mace should 
not be illegal in Washington, DC. The 
upstanding citizens of the District, the 
overwhelming majority in this and 
every other city threatened by crime, 
should be able to defend themselves 
with this nonlethal weapon. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to insert a 
copy of the administration's statement 
of policy on this D.C. appropriations 
bill in the RECORD at this time. The ad
ministration objects to section 114 of 
the bill dealing with abortion, and I 
look forward to that controversy being 
resolved. 

Again, it is a great pleasure to be 
able to rise and join with my friend 
from Missouri in support of an open 
rule. I urge support for House Resolu
tion 509, I look forward to consider
ation of the D.C. Appropriations Act, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 
Washington, DC, July 1,1992. 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
(H.R. 5517-District of Columbia Appropria

tions Bill, FY 1993-Sponsors: Whitten, 
Mississippi; Dixon, California) 
This Statement of Administration Policy 

expresses the Administration's views on H.R. 
5517, the District of Columbia Appropriations 
Bill, FY 1993, as reported by the Committee. 

The Administration objects to section 114 
of the Committee bill, which would permit 
the use of Congressionally-appropriated local 
funds to finance abortions. The President ve
toed the FY 1990 and FY 1992 District of Co
lumbia Appropriations Bills because they 
contained language identical to the language 
included in this bilL The Congress ulti
mately passed bills containing abortion lan
guage acceptable to the Administration. 

The Administration urges the House to 
adopt language concerning abortion that was 
included in the FYs 1989--92 District of Co
lumbia Appropriations Acts. The language of 
these Acts prohibits the use of Federal and 
local funds to perform abortions, except 
where the life of the mother would be endan
gered if the fetus were carried to term. The 
President will veto any District of Columbia 
Appropriations Bill that does not include 
this language. 

On the basis of OMB's initial scoring, the 
Administration finds that the Committee 
bill is within the House and Senate 602(b) al
locations for the Federal payment to the 
District. In aggregate, the House and Senate 
602(b) allocations are consistent with the 
statutory spending limits enacted in the 
Budget Enforcement Act. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for 
time, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio for his sup
port of this resolution. I also urge 
adoption of the resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

0 1810 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 5517) making appropria
tions for the government of the Dis
trict of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against 
the revenues of said District for the fis
cal year ending September 30, 1993, and 
for other purposes; and pending that 
motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that general debate be limited 
to not to exceed 1 hour, the time to be 
equally divided and controlled ·by the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
GALLO] and myself. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORRES). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DIXON]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
0 1811 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill, H.R. 5517, with 
Mr. MFUME in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the bill was 

considered as having been read the first 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani
mous-consent agreement, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DIXON] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
GALLO] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON]. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to present to the House today 
the District of Columbia appropria
tions bill for fiscal year 1993. 

I will be very brief in my remarks. 
First, I want to thank .the members 

of the subcommittee for their support 
and assistance-especially the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. GALLO], 
the ranking member, for his diligence 
and hard work. 

This bill is different from the other 
12 appropriation bills in two ways
First, it is balanced with budget au
thority equal to revenues; and second, 
it includes the appropriation of three 
distinct kinds of funding: 

First, it includes Federal money of 
$714 million; 

Second, it includes local taxes and 
fees of $2.8 billion; and 

Third, it includes long-term borrow
ing authority of $380 million. 

These amounts from three different 
sources total $3.9 billion which is the 
total amount in this bill. 
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The other 12 appropriations bills the 

House considers are all funded from the 
Federal Treasury. 

It is important that Members keep 
this difference in mind as we debate 
this bill this afternoon. 

This bill does not draw all of its 
funds from the Federal treasury as the 
other 12 appropriations bills do. 

We also recommend a net increase of 
$37 million in supplemental appropria
tions and rescissions for fiscal year 1992 
consisting of $154 million in rescissions 
and $190 million in increases. These are 
all District funds-there are no Federal 
funds involved in the District's fiscal 
year 1992 supplemental. 

For fiscal year 1993, the $714 million 
in Federal funds is $14 million above 
last year's appropriation and $763,000 
above the request. 

This $714 million in Federal funds 
falls into five major categories-$624.9 
million for the Federal payment to the 
general fund based on the formula Fed
eral payment authorization approved 
last session in Public Law 102-102; $52.1 
million as a Federal contribution to 
the police, fire, teachers, and judges re
tirement funds; $30.8 million for major 
crime and youth initiatives; $763,000 for 
special police, education, and health 
programs; and $5.5 million for the Jan
uary 1993 Presidential inauguration. 

I will take a moment to explain each 
of these five categories briefly. 

First, the Federal payment of $624.9 
million is the amount authorized by 
Public Law 102-102 that established a 
formula for determining the Federal 
payments for fiscal years 1993, 1994, and 
1995. 

The formula is 24 percent of general 
fund local revenues collected by the 
District government 2 years prior to 
the budget year. 

The recommended amount of $624.9 
million is $30.8 million below the re
quest and $5.6 million below last year's 
appropriation. 

Second, we recommend $52.1 million 
for the Federal contribution to the po
lice, fire, teachers, and judges retire
ment system. 

This is the 14th of 25 annual pay
ments authorized by Public Law 96-122. 

Third, for crime and youth initia
tives, the bill includes $30.8 million 
which cannot be obligated or spent 
until the committee approves a joint 
report by the Mayor and council detail
ing the policy objectives, programs, 
and funding requirements for these ini
tiatives. 

Our committee is greatly concerned 
about the serious problems of crime 
and violence in the District. 

Authorizing legislation (H.R. 5520) for 
these funds is pending in the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia with 
action expected very soon. 

We are urging the Mayor and council 
to try new and innovative approaches 
and submit a joint report to the com
mittee before they obligate or spend 
any of these funds. 

Fourth, included in this bill is 
$763,000 for special police, health, and 
education programs; $250,000 is for po
lice training; $150,000 will provide jobs 
under the direction of the police de
partment for at least 75 young people 
between the ages of 14 and 18; $40,000 is 
for a program to teach self-discipline, 
motivation, and respect to 300 children 
between the ages of 6 and 11 at seven 
elementary schools here in the Dis
trict. 

The program uses a form of martial 
arts and is taught by black-belt in
structors who conduct classes twice a 
week during the school day. 

The amount of $43,000 will allow vol
unteers to provide one-to-one confiden
tial instruction to working-age adults 
who cannot read or write well enough 
to fill out a simple job application. 

The amount of $140,000 is for the D.C. 
Institute for Mental Health to provide 
professional mental health care to low
income, underinsured, and indigent 
children, adults and families in the 
District of Columbia. 

The amount of $140,000 is for Chil
dren's Hospital for a cost-shared Na
tional Child Protection, Trauma and 
Research Center estimated to cost $50 
million with most of those funds being 
raised from the private sector. 

Fifth, the bill includes $5.5 million to 
reimburse the District government for 
expenses it will incur in connection 
with the upcoming Presidential inau
guration in January 1993. 

We recommend $946 million for public 
safety and justice programs which in
clude fire and police protection, ambu
lance service, and support for the city's 
criminal justice system. 

The police department presently has 
4,503 uniformed personnel. We rec
ommend funds and bill language man
dating a police force of not less than 
4,889 sworn officers. 

In the fire department we recommend 
abolishing four battalion chiefs and 
one deputy chief. This is in addition to 
a reduction of 19 positions already 
abolished by the Mayor. 

In the area of human support serv
ices, the bill includes $887 million for 
programs such as drug treatment and 
education, foster care, mental health 
programs, and the operation of senior 
citizen programs. 

For public education, the bill in
cludes $714 million which includes $514 
million for the public schools and $21 
million for the District's library sys
tem. 

For the various public works activi
ties which include the metrorail and 
metrobus operations as well as the 
taxicab commission and funds for the 
city's streets and highways, we rec
ommend $228 million. 

The bill includes $252 million for the 
water and sewer enterprise fund which 
is used to provide safe drinking water 
and to collect, treat, and dispose of 
wastewater as well as solid waste for 
the District. 

The construction program is funded 
at a level of $380 million and includes 
$102 million for the department of pub
lic works and $62 million for the public 
education system. 

Under general provisions, we rec
ommend language under section 114 of 
the bill that restricts the use of Fed
eral funds for abortions except to save 
the life of the mother. 

First, a language under section 133 of 
the bill requires the District to close 
the Cedar Knoll Youth Detention Cen
ter in Laurel, MD, by June 1, 1993. 

A consent decree signed by the Dis
trict in July 1986, required the facility 
to be closed by December 1, 1987, al
most 5 years ago. 

Second, the issue of unpaid traffic 
violations owed by foreign embassies is 
addressed in section 135 of the bill. 

The language prohibits the registra
tion of vehicles whose owner or author
ized user has not paid outstanding bal
ances. 

Third, bill language in section 136 
would prohibit the District from im
posing a payment-in-lieu-of-taxes
which is commonly referred to as a 
"PILOT"-on suburban consumers in 
Maryland and Virginia. 

In the face of falling revenues, the 
new District leadership is making some 
hard decisions to keep costs down and 
balance their budget. 

The bill includes language they re
quested that requires all District em
ployees, with limited exceptions for 
public safety and health workers, to be 
furloughed 12 days in fiscal year 199~ 
1 day a month-to save $36 million. 

All within-grade salary increases are 
being denied in fiscal year 1993 to save 
$13 million. 

And no funds were included in the 
District's budget for employee pay 
raises-including a 14-percent increase 
for police officers over 2 years based on 
an arbitration award which was esti
mated to cost $34 million. 

Even with these cost-cutting meas
ures, the District government has had 
to propose selected increases in taxes 
and fees of $82.9 million to partially 
offset lower property and income tax 
collections. 

As far as the budget resolution is 
concerned, this bill is within the 602(b) 
allocations of $714 million in budget 
authority and $724 million in outlays. 

In closing, I want to thank all of the 
members on our subcommittee for 
their assistance in bringing this bill to 
the floor today. 

Mr. NATCHER of Kentucky, who 
served for 17 years as chairman of this 
subcommittee and is marking his 37th 
year of service on our subcommittee, 
Mr. STOKES of Ohio, Mr. SABO of Min
nesota, Mr. AUCOIN of Oregon, Mr. 
DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. GALLO of 
New Jersey, the ranking member of our 
subcommittee, Mr. REGULA of Ohio, 
and Mr. DELAY of Texas. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill, and 
I recommend it favorably to the Mem
bers. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
bill, H.R. 5517, the fiscal year 1993 ap
propriations for the District of Colum
bia, as described by the chairman of 
the subcommittee, Mr. JULIAN DIXON. 

I wish to thank and recognize Chair
man DIXON for his diligent work on this 
subcommittee. Quite frankly, it is a 
thankless job and he does his work 
with patience, attention to detail, and 
in a true bipartisan spirit of coopera
tion. 

I also want to thank members of the 
subcommittee, Mr. RALPH REGULA, who 
keeps a watchful eye on the school sys
tem, and Mr. ToM DELAY, for his inter
est in economic development issues. 

I also want to thank members of the 
D.C. authorizing committee, including 
the chairman, Mr. RoN DELLUMS, rank
ing member Mr. TOM BLILEY, and Dis
trict Delegate Ms. ELEANOR HOLMES 
NORTON, who have worked closely with 
us in development of this bill. 

And, we could not do our work with
out the help of our staff. I would like 
to recognize Migo Miconi, Mary Porter, 
and Donna Mullins for all their hard 
work and assistance. 

As members of this subcommittee, it 
is our responsibility to oversee and ap
prove the budget of the District, pro
vide the Federal payment to the Dis
trict in accordance with the formula 
bill, and address critical issues facing 
our Nation's Capital. 

I believe we have done these things. 
We have preserved the Federal for

mula bill. Although some District offi
cials continue to argue what the 
amount should be, the authorizing 
committee and the Appropriations 
Committee are in full agreement with 
the amount provided in this bill. 

The formula bill provided for a Fed
eral payment equal to 24 percent of 
local revenues. We have provided that 
amount in this bill. 

We have also provided $30 million 
dollars for anticrime efforts in this 
city-each year the District sets a new 
record for the number of murders and 
violent crimes. District residents, our 
constituents, our staffs, and our col
leagues have all been affected by this 
crime wave. 

These moneys are provided to sup
port the Mayor's crime youth initia
tive as well as increased foot patrols, 
advanced training, and other anticrime 
programs of the Metropolitan Police 
Department. 

The bill requires that our committee 
approve the District's plan for using 
this money before the funds are re
leased. 

And, now let me make a few com
ments about the District's budget. 

While we have approved the Dis
trict's budget with a few changes, I do 
have some serious concerns. 

Despite the Mayor's efforts, there is 
still a perception that the bureaucracy 
serves themselves-not the people of 
the District. 

For instance, the District still 
doesn't know how many employees 
they have. And, there are over 3,500 po
sitions that are fully funded but va
cant. 

This is no way to balance a budget. 
The Mayor, I believe, underestimated 

what it would take to get the city's 
budget under control. Mayor Kelly 
needs to get that shovel out and use it, 
and she needs the council's support to 
make it work. 

Some progress has been made-the 
schools have new playgrounds, over 
half of the fire code violations in the 
schools have been fixed, the Mayor has 
successfully revived the Summer 
Youth Employment Program, and some 
vacant positions have been eliminated. 
It's a start, but that's all it is. 

This is my candid assessment of this 
bill. I believe we have fulfilled our re
sponsibilities. 

I have no doubt that there will be 
other controversial issues on the floor 
today. 

With regard to abortion, as the chair
man has stated, the bill restricts the 
use of Federal funds for abortion ex
cept in the case of the life of the moth
er. 

The bill does not restrict the Dis
trict's funds, which I believe is fully 
consistent with the Supreme Court's 
decision in Webster and the recent 
Casey decision. 

The Office of Management and Budg
et has, however, indicated that the 
President will veto the bill unless this 
prohibition extends to District funds as 
well. 

There may also be amendments to 
cut funding in this bill. Let me make it 
clear that OMB does not have any ob
jections to the funding levels in this 
bill-and the funding is within our 
602(b) allocation. 

Again, I want to thank my colleagues 
on the subcommittee for their work on 
this bill. I ask may colleagues to join 
us in supporting it today. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to begin with a special round of grati
tude to the chairman, Mr. DIXON, and 
to the ranking member, Mr. GALLO, for 
their extraordinary work on the D.C. 
budget this year. The Chair of the au
thorizing committee, Mr. DELLUMS and 
the ranking member, Mr. BLILEY of the 
District Committee, are due great 
thanks as well. These gentlemen had to 
figure out how to keep faith with the 
landmark Federal formula legislation 
passed last year in a budget year when 
all bets are off. They did indeed figure 
it out. Chairman DIXON, ranking mem-

ber GALLO and the subcommittee have 
produced an appropriations bill that 
leaves the D.C. budget as passed by the 
city council largely intact. 

This was an extremely difficult year 
for the District which, like virtually 
every other city, has a shortfall of rev
enue as a result of an unusually long 
recession. It was an equally difficult 
year for the subcommittee, which was 
faced with a District budget that was 
precariously balanced, and with a sub
committee shortfall of its own. Most 
important, it was the first year in 
which the Federal payment to the Dis
trict has been determined by a for
mula. The subcommittee, as a matter 
of first impression, had to decide what 
the legitimate components of the for
mula were. Despite these challenges, 
the subcommittee managed to meet 
the District's most urgent needs, in
cluding earmarking significant addi
tional funds, $31 million, for Mayor 
Sharon Pratt Kelly's new anticrime 
and youth initiatives. Since the May
or's skillfully balanced anticrime pro
gram implicates many agencies of the 
D.C. government, I trust and believe 
that the earmarking can be made to 
track her program initiatives. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that the 
committee has not attempted to tell 
the District how to solve the crime cri
sis. Last year, Mayor Kelly took her 
entire administration through a de
tailed planning process which produced 
an excellent package of proposals that 
seek both short- and long-term solu
tions to crime. While the subcommit
tee has required the mayor and city 
council to submit a joint report detail
ing the objectives and funding require
ments of the Mayor's anticrime pro
gram, that information is available, ef
fectively has the council's endorsement 
through the budget process, and needs 
only the council's imprimatur before 
submission to the Congress. 

The District of Columbia strives to 
be free to enact its own budget and 
laws, and believes its citizens have as 
much right to the full prerogatives of 
citizenship as the citizens of the 50 
States and that only statehood can as
sure our rights. Until the day when we 
enjoy American democracy as other 
Americans do, there could be no fairer 
and more diligent oversight of the Dis
trict's fiscal affairs than that provided 
by D.C. Appropriations Subcommittee 
Chairman DIXON, ranking minority 
member DEAN GALLO, and the members 
of the subcommittee. Out of respect for 
the work of the bipartisan team that 
comprises the subcommittee, and on 
behalf of the residents of the District, 
I ask that you let the work of the Ap
propriations Subcommittee on the Dis
trict of Columbia stand and support 
this bill. 

0 1830 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
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tleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY], 
who is the ranking member of the au
thorizing committee. 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 5517, the District of Columbia Ap
propriations Act for fiscal year 1993. I 
commend chairman Dixon and the 
ranking republican, Mr. GALLO, for 
their hard work on this bill and their 
efforts to be fair to the District and to 
be faithful to the congressional process 
we established in law just last year. 

The predictability of a formula pay
ment had been sought for a number of 
years. Mr. DELLUMS and I developed the 
idea into legislation over a long period 
of time. The Blue Ribbon Rivlin Com
mission embraced the concept. Finally, 
this body adopted a Federal formula 
payment last year on a voice vote and 
it was signed into law by the President 
as Public Law 102--102. 

While the formula bill was being de
veloped over the years, the District 
government had acknowledged that a 
formula based on revenues could be a 
two-edged sword as a decline in reve
nues could result in a lower Federal 
payment. But this possibility was gen
erally discounted. Then along came Op
eration Desert Shield which caused a 
severe reduction in the tourist indus
try quickly followed by an economic 
slowdown. District revenue projects 
proved to be wishful thinking and col
lections dropped substantially. In 1990, 
the Barry administration had esti
mated that local revenues for fiscal 
year 1991 would be $2.77 billion. But 
now, 2 years later, the actual local rev
enues are over $175 million lower than 
expected. The Kelly administration in
herited an economic nightmare. Sales 
and issue taxes, income and franchise 
taxes, and business licenses and per
mits all generated less revenue than 
projected. 

The result is that the formula Fed
eral payment, 24 percent of local reve
nues raised 2 years prior, for fiscal year 
1993 is $624.8 million. This is over $5 
million less than the fiscal year 1992 
payment. While this reduction is a dif
ficult and undesirable circumstance for 
the District to bear, it is the only prop
er course for Congress to follow. 

I appreciate the willingness of the 
Appropriations Subcommittee to stick 
with the formula law we enacted and 
come to us with a Federal payment 
that is the actual amount authorized. 
Let no one be confused about the Fed
eral payment appropriation for the Dis
trict of Columbia for fiscal year 1993. It 
is fully in line with Public Law 102--102 
and the baseline for the authorized 
Federal payment is upheld. 

H.R. 5517 contains an additional $30 
million separate and apart from the 
Federal payment to combat the un
precedented and unacceptable violent 
crime rate in our Nation's Capital. In 

my opinion, this one-time, special Fed
eral contribution to the District for 
crime and youth initiatives is nec
essary to restore public safety to the 
District for all of those who live, work, 
and visit here. 

Anyone who reads the newspapers 
around here knows that I have been 
rather outspoken about crime in this 
city. But as the saying goes, talk is 
cheap. Congress does have a respon
sibility to help end the violence. I sup
port this special contribution and I 
support the subcommittee's efforts to 
ensure that the money is put to the 
best possible use by requiring the 
Mayor to submit an expenditure plan 
before the funds are released. 

I have worked closely with the chair
man and the ranking Republican of the 
subcommittee on this special contribu
tion and I am fully confident that the 
funds will improve public safety in 
both the short- and the long-term. I be
lieve the city particularly owes Mr. 
DIXON and Mr. GALLO its gratitude for 
going the extra mile to secure these 
funds. 

Mr. Chairman, I support H.R. 5517 
and I ask all of my colleagues to join 
me in supporting passage of this vital 
funding bill for the District of Colum
bia. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER]. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to take this op
portunity to express my deep gratitude 
to the subcommittee and particularly 
to the chairman, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DIXON], and the ranking 
member, the gentleman from New Jer
sey [Mr. GALLO], for their support on 
issues that are very important to me 
and to the metropolitan area including 
the District of Columbia. 

I have worked with the chairman and 
the subcommittee on several issues in
cluding police pay, the police and fire
fighters' clinic, and the fire depart
ment staffing, but there are two criti
cal provisions in the bill which I want 
to discuss and I believe merit the sub
stantive attention of the Congress. 
They project the legitimate interests 
of suburban residents, and they protect 
the long-term interests of the District 
of Columbia. There is, for the most 
part, a strong disinclination to micro
manage the District's internal affairs 
on this committee, a sentiment that I 
strongly share. 

On two issues in particular I believe 
that the Congress has both statutory 
and an appropriate practical authority 
to act, however. The result will be in 
the long-term best interests of the city 
and the region. 

This bill, as the chairman has ex
pressed, prevents the District of Co
lumbia from using any funds to operate 
the escape-plagued Cedar Knoll Juve
nile Detention Center located in Anne 

Arundel County, MD, as of June 1, 1993. 
I had introduced legislation and re
quested the committee to make that 
date January 1, 1993. The chairman and 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
GALLO] both believed an additional 5 
months would be appropriate, and I un
derstand and concur in that judgment. 

In 1986, Mr. Chairman, the District 
entered into a consent decree, a decree 
under the jurisdiction of the D.C. Supe
rior Court, that mandated the facility 
be closed on or before December 1, 1987, 
some 5 years ago. It has remained open, 
frankly, in contempt of that order 
since that time and, worse, has aver
aged three to five escapes a month by 
sometimes dangerous offenders. 

The District government has admit
ted the facility is inadequate. I want to 
thank and congratulate Mayor Kelly 
and the very distinguished Representa
tive, the gentlewoman from the Dis
trict of Columbia [Ms. NORTON], our 
colleague, whom I might say has done 
such an outstanding job for the Dis
trict of Columbia, and is one of the 
most effective Representatives that we 
have in the Congress for working to 
improve short-term security at the fa
cility. 

But this facility needs to be closed, 
and the bill prevents the city from op
erating it subsequent to June 1, 1993. 
The bill also precludes, happily, the 
city from paying the contempt fines 
that they have paid over the past 5 
years. 

The second issue I would like to dis
cuss is the provision preventing the 
city from breaching a 1985 agreement 
with the suburban users of the Blue 
Plains waste water treatment facility, 
an agreement also incorporated in the 
consent decree and that ended years of 
protracted litigation. 

If the District had gone forward with 
this payment-in-lieu-of-taxes, the so
called PILOT, it would have reopened a 
campaign in the sewer wars of the past 
by levying a tax on suburban residents 
to help fund the District's general op
erating expenses. The chairman and 
our colleagues on the committee re
viewed my testimony before the sub
committee, and following their discus
sions with city administrators, made 
the judgment that the PILOT was not 
an appropriate solution to the city's fi
nancial difficulties. 

In closing, I want to again express 
my deep appreciation to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON], the chair
man, and the gentleman from New Jer
sey [Mr. GALLO], for their willingness 
to listen, to balance, and to make a 
fair judgment about our concerns and 
those of the communities I represent. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a good 
bill. I will oppose any amendment to 
cut further from the funds that have 
been allocated. I think that the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. GALLO] is 
correct: Careful judgments have been 
made. I am pleased that we have fol-
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lowed the formula for the Federal pay
ment, and I think this is a good bill for 
the District and for the Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to express my 
appreciation to the chairman of the 
subcommittee, JULIAN DIXON, and the 
ranking Republican member, DEAN 
GALLO, for their labors with respect to 
the bill now before this body. 

Although I am no longer a member of 
the subcommittee, I have seen first 
hand the long hours, the frustrations, 
and the complexity of leading the ef
fort to craft this bill, and then defend 
it before the House. It is difficult. It is 
often also believed to be thankless, but 
not entirely so. 

I want to express my personal appre
ciation to the subcommittee, and to 
Chairman DIXON, in particular, for the 
attention given to issues that are of 
concern to me, a few of which affect 
both the city and local jurisdictions, 
some of which I represent. 

A provision in this bill prevents the 
District of Columbia from using any 
funds to operate the escape-plagued 
Cedar Knoll Juvenile Detention Center, 
located in Anne Arundel County, MD, 
as of June 1, 1993. 

In 1986, the District entered into a 
consent decree under the jurisdiction 
of the D.C. Superior Court-a decree 
mandating that the facility be closed 
on or before December 1, 1987. It has, 
however, remained open and unfortu
nately has averaged 3 to 5 escapes a 
month of sometimes dangerous offend
ers. 

The District government has admit
ted that the facility is inadequate. It is 
obsolete and poses a safety threat for 
families who live in surrounding com
munities like Jessup and Laurel. 

Another provision in this bill which 
relates directly to the residents of 
Maryland and Virginia, is the stipula
tion that the city government is not 
allowed to implement a new payment
in-lieu-of taxes it sought to impose on 
suburban users of the Blue Plains 
waste water treatment facility. 

The city, breaching a 1985 agreement 
with the suburban users of Blue Plains 
that ended years of protracted litiga
tion, and threatening to reopen a cam
paign in the sewer wars of the past, 
sought to levy a tax on suburban resi
dents to help fund the District's gen
eral operating expenses. 

The chairman and our colleagues on 
the committee reviewed my oral testi
mony before the subcommittee, and 
following their discussions with city 
administrators made the judgment 
that the pilot was not an appropriate 
solution to the city's financial difficul
ties. 

The Mayor of the District of Colum
bia has a tough job, and I want to ex
press my strong support for her efforts 
and those of the council in trying to 
improve not only the budgetary prob
lems residents of this community face, 
but also their genuine efforts to en-

hance the quality of life in the Nation's 
capital. 

There is a strong disinclination to 
micromanage the District's internal af
fairs on this committee, a sentiment 
that I share. On these two issues, how
ever, we disagree. I believe that the 
Congress has both the statutory and 
appropriate practical authority to in
tervene, and the result, will be in the 
long-term interests of the city and the 
region. 

There are three other issues which 
also concern me that relate to the po
lice and fire departments. And I would 
again like to express my gratitude to 
the chairman for his interest and re
sponsiveness regarding my concerns: 

First, the police and fire fighters 
clinic, which administered 26,000 medi
cal and surgical treatments in fiscal 
year 1991 to members of the police and 
fire departments, was eliminated in the 
budget approved by the District Coun
cil. The council budget included no 
provision for providing these services 
to firefighters and police officers, and I 
appreciate the subcommittee's restora
tion of funds for the clinic. 

Second, the council budget received 
on the Hill, contrary to the rec
ommendations of its Judiciary Com
mittee, also included a provision elimi
nating 12 batallion fire chief and assist
ant chief positions along with one of 
the 8 batallions protecting the city. I 
worked with the subcommittee on this 
issue, and although we did not achieve 
an ideal solution to this problem from 
my personal point of view, I am very 
grateful to the chairman and Mr. 
GALLO for the subcommittee's strong 
effort to protect the interests of the 
residents of the city and the front line 
firefighting capacity of the depart
ment. 

The third issue which concerns me is 
the matter of the arbitration award 
providing a salary increase to the 
city's police force. The police, like 
many other District employees have 
received no salary increase since 1989. I 
believe this stringent belt tightening is 
having adverse long-term consequences 
on the police force and on public safe
ty. The salaries of District police offi
cers, for example, are lower than those 
in most area jurisdictions; experienced 
police officers are thus encouraged to 
retire or seek employment in higher 
salaried jobs in other jurisdictions. 
This particular problem is compounded 
when you consider that the District is 
left with less experienced officers. 

The subcommittee was able to exer
cise little flexibility because Federal 
funds in its allocation were limited, 
and although I've recommended that 
the subcommittee take action on this 
matter, I understand that there is no 
recent precedent for such direct con
gressional involvement in salary is
sues. Given the circumstances, I urge 
the Mayor and city council to revisit 
this issue in as timely a manner as pos
sible. 

In closing, I want to again express 
my deep appreciation to Chairman 
DIXON and to Representative DEAN 
GALLO for their willingness to listen, to 
balance and to make fair judgments 
about my concerns and those of the 
communities I represent. 

I urge every Member to support this 
bill, and I look forward to working 
with Chairman DIXON, Representative 
GALLO and the other members of the 
committee as we complete action on 
the D.C. appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1993 in the weeks ahead. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA], who has been in the fore
front of education as far as the District 
of Columbia is concerned. 

0 1840 
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the ranking member for yielding me 
this time. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I want to 
commend Chairman DIXON and the 
ranking member GALLO. They have 
done a superb job of working on this 
bill; they have listened to a lot of testi
mony and really made a dedicated ef
fort to help solve the problems of the 
city of Washington. 

Washington, DC, has all the problems 
that are characteristic of our cities 
today, but it has a special role, in that 
it is the Capital of this Nation. There
fore, I think it is a challenge and are
sponsibility that we in the Congress 
share with the city administration to 
make it a shining example of how we 
can change our cities and make them 
more workable, more livable, and im
prove the quality of life for the resi
dents. It seems to me that this effort 
to start with the education system. 
That is the basis for the future, and if 
we can make changes in the education 
program in our cities across this N a
tion, we will take a giant stride toward 
solving their problems. 

I, particularly as a member of the 
subcommittee, have focused on the 
education system simply because that 
is what I see as the future in address
ing the needs of our cities and making 
them more habitable. 

I particularly want to mention a few 
people who I think are doing a superb 
job. First of all, Mr. McAfee, who is a 
relatively new director of facilities and 
maintenance. 

School students reflect their sur
roundings, and if they have a dingy 
building, if they have classrooms that 
are not attractive, it has a substantial 
impact on the learning experience, 
therefore it is important to start with 
a suitable school building to have an 
effective education program. Mr. 
McAfee has worked hard and provided 
leadership in trying to make a dif
ference, and he has made a difference 
based on our observation of some of the 
buildings. He has recognized the prob
lems. He has made a straightforward 
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assessment of the needs and he is try
ing to do something about it; but there 
are still many problems. I think it is 
incumbent upon the school administra
tion with the cooperation of the people 
in the city to close some of the build
ings. The school system has far too 
many buildings to maintain them in a 
high-quality environment, therefore 
the only answer would be to close down 
and consolidate the facilities and make 
those remaining, attractive for stu
dents. This has to be done by getting 
the school board, the city administra
tion and the people in the communities 
to cooperate. 

I think Mr. McAfee is working on it 
and the administration is trying. 

Second, I think we need to commend 
the Parents United, because they are 
picking up the challenge that I have 
just addressed. Particularly Mary Levy 
and Delabian Rice-Thurston as leaders 
of this group working with principals 
like Ms. Belle who are out there every 
day trying to make change. They de
serve our commendation, because that 
is the only way we will have improve
ments in the system. 

Also, Superintendent Smith has rec
ognized the need to reduce the number 
of people who are not teaching and put 
more in the classrooms. One of the 
problems as I view the Washington, DC, 
system is that too many people are not 
in a teaching role and there is too 
much expenditure for nonteaching 
services. There needs to be a change in 
the ratio of teaching to nonteaching 
personnel in favor of more teachers. 

Another challenge that confronts the 
administration is that they have in 
this city two separate administrations 
for Federal programs, the equivalent of 
a State system and the equivalent of a 
city system, so it is redundant and it is 
duplicative. I think perhaps about 100 
positions could be eliminated by merg
ing the systems. I know it takes time 
to do this. However, the additional re
sources made available could improve 
the quality of the experience of the 
child in the classroom. That is what 
education is all about. 

I know that Superintendent Smith is 
very much aware of this and is working 
in that direction. 

I want to particularly applaud the 
superintendent for his efforts to make 
the curriculum and the length of the 
school day more relevant. 

We hear a lot about the need to give 
our young people a greater opportunity 
in the educational experience, and cer
tainly we should recognize that that ef
fort is being made here in the District 
of Columbia. Hopefully, over the next 
year or two this will bear fruit in im
proving the educational experience, 
and as these young people get greater 
opportunities, as their course become 
more relevant, they in turn will be able 
to participate in the leadership in this 
community in the years ahead, partici
pate in the economic opportunities, 

improve their quality of life and per
haps with a lot of effort on the part of 
the Congress, on the part of groups like 
the Parents United, on the part of peo
ple responsible for the governance of 
this city, we can at some future time 
see a city that we can all take pride in, 
as our Nation's Capital. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. PANETTA], the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 5517, the District of 
Columbia appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1993. This is the 8th of the 13 an
nual appropriations bills to be consid
ered by the House. 

The bill provides $714 million in dis
cretionary budget authority and $724 
million in estimated discretionary out
lays, which is identical to both the 
level of domestic discretionary budget 
authority and outlays as set by the 
602(b) spending subdivision for this sub
committee. 

I commend the chairman and ranking 
member of this subcommittee for 
bringing this bill to the House in a 
timely fashion. 

As chairman of the Budget Commit
tee, I will inform the House of the sta
tus of all appropriations bills compared 
to their 602(b) subdivision as they are 
considered on the House floor. 

I look forward to working with the 
Appropriations Committee as it com
pletes action on the remaining appro
priation bills. 

Mr. Chairman, I include the following 
factsheet: 

Factsheet 
H.R. 5517, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIA

TIONS BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1993 (H. REPT. 102-
638) 

The House Appropriations Committee re
ported the District of Columbia Appropria
tions bill for Fiscal Year 1993 on Wednesday, 
July 1, 1992. Floor consideration of this bill 
is scheduled for Wednesday, July 8, 1992, .sub
ject to a rule being adopted. 

COMPARISON TO THE 602(b) SUBDIVISION 

The bill provides $714 million of discre
tionary budget authority and $724 million in 
estimated discretionary outlays, the same as 
the Appropriations 602(b) subdivision for this 
subcommittee. A comparison of the bill with 
the funding subdivisions follows: 

Discretionary .... 
Mandatory1 .•.. .. 

Total ........ 

[In millions of dollars) 

District of Co
lumbia appro
priations bill 

BA 

714 724 

714 724 

Appropriations 
Committee 

602(b) subdivi
sion 

BA 

714 724 

714 724 

Bill over (+)/ 
Under(-) 
committee 

602(b) subdivi
sion 

BA 0 

I Conforms to the budget resolution estimates for existing law. 
BA=New budget authority. 
O=Estimated outlays. 

The House Appropriations Committee filed 
the Committee's subdivision of budget au
thority and outlays on June 11, 1992 in House 
Report 102-556. These subdivisions are con-

sistent with the allocation of spending re
sponsibility to House committees contained 
in House Report 102-529, the conference re
port to accompany H.Con.Res. 287, Concur
rent Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal 
Year 1993, as adopted by the Congress on May 
21, 1992. 

Following are major program highlights 
for the District of Columbia Appropriations 
bill for fiscal year 1993, as reported: 

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS 
[In millions of dollars) 

Budget New Out-
Authority lays 

Federal payment to the District of Columbia ... .. ..... . 625 625 
Federal contribution to retirement funds ................. . 52 52 
Crime and youth initiative ....... ................................ . 31 31 
Presidential inauguration expenses ......................... . 6 6 

The House Appropriations Committee filed 
the Committee's subdivision of budget au
thority and outlays on June 11, 1992. These 
subdivisions are consistent with the alloca
tion of spending responsibility to House com
mittees contained in H. Con. Res. 287, Con
current Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal 
Year 1993, as adopted by the Congress on May 
21, 1992. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friend and colleague, the 
gentleman from New Jersey, for yield
ing me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, 88 percent of the mon
eys to be appropriated in the District 
of Columbia appropriation bill are by 
formula. 

The Federal Government is legally 
obligated to contribute 24 percent of 
the total revenues the District of Co
lumbia government collected 2 years 
ago. 

This year, that Federal payment is 
$624 million. 

The other 12 percent of appropriated 
moneys are directed to the police offi
cers' and fire fighters' retirement fund, 
crime and youth initiatives, the Metro
politan Police Department, and the 
board of education. 

In total, these contributions amount 
to $83 million. 

The retirement fund contribution is 
more than 60 percent or $52 million of 
that total. 

The budget justifications of the Dis
trict of Columbia leave Congress with
out a substantial foothold to weigh the 
costs incurred in operating the District 
of Columbia government. 

Using a different and apparently less 
precise budget object classification 
system than the Federal Government, 
the District of Columbia's accounting 
for its direct and indirect costs is sim
ply unacceptable. 

Its lack of specificity prevents Con
gress from meeting its obligations to 
scrutinize taxpayer dollars. 

For example, the committee's report 
does not address the subject of the Dis
trict's direct and indirect or overhead 
costs. 

Under operating expenses, the report 
follows a set format for each agency. 
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It sets forth the committee's rec

ommendation for staff positions in the 
first paragraph. 

And in the second, it summarizes the 
agency's mission. 

No cost analysis. 
No cost control recommendations. 
To not have the benefit of the com

mittee's recommendations on how Con
gress may control costs should be of 
concern to every Member. 

Like many of our own Federal agen
cies, the District of Columbia govern
ment has its share of bureaucratic 
waste. 

That the bill before the House does 
not offer the Members an opportunity 
to lend their support to some practical, 
common sense cost controls is a seri
ous omission. 

I say this not in criticism of the Ap
propriations Committee, but rather to 
lend additional support to their efforts. 

Their task is a difficult one. 
To support reform we need a bill that 

encourages and gives common sense di
rection to the task of cost cutting. 

To achieve that objective, we need 
better information. 

It is my hope that these comments 
will contribute in a small way to the 
committee's work with the District of 
Columbia government on the 1994 fiscal 
year budget. 

D 1850 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. MCMILLEN]. 

Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 5517. I am particularly pleased 
that this bill includes language that 
will finally close the oft-troubled Cedar 
Knoll detention facility which is lo
cated in my district, Anne Arundel 
County. 

This detention facility has a long his
tory of public safety problems. Accord
ing to the human services department, 
319 youths were lost from January 1988 
to January 1989, and on any given day 
30 percent of detention facility inmates 
are missing. Those missing range from 
juveniles convicted of homicide to less
er charges. These problems hit an all
time high last spring when 11 juveniles 
escaped the Cedar Knoll facility on 1 
night. 

This language evolved from legisla
tion which Mr. HOYER, my Maryland 
colleague, and I introduced earlier this 
year. This legislation was a response to 
the D.C. government's failure to bring 
the facility under control and ensure 
proper public safety. 

Today's language follows years of al
lowing the District the opportunity to 
rectify this problem. This youth deten
tion facility has been subject to mul
tiple investigations by the General Ac
counting Office, the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, and the courts. In fact, 

in 1986, a court consent decree ordered 
the District of Columbia to close Cedar 
Knoll by December 1, 1987. 

Mr. Chairman, the Cedar Knoll deten
tion facility detains youth which offer 
real risks to our society and the failure 
to detain these youths has been a con
sistent threat to the safety of my con
stituents. Today's bill finally guaran
tees that public safety will be ensured. 
This language achieves the solution 
which was agreed to by the District of 
Columbia government in 1986--it closes 
Cedar Knoll. 

I commend my colleague, the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], for 
all his work on this legislation and I 
urge my colleagues to join us in sup
porting its passage. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. STEARNS]. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. STEARNS]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. STEARNS] is recog
nized for 7 minutes. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
for the purpose of entering into a col
loquy with the distinguished chairman 
of the subcommittee, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON]. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my understand
ing that the District of Columbia is 
embarking on a pilot program that in
cludes the distribution of contracep
tives to high school students and pro
vides clean needles for intravenous 
drug users. Is that true? 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEARNS. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DIXON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, that is true. 
Mr. STEARNS. I am having dif

ficulty, my staff and I, in identifying 
the funding level for this program and 
what guidelines and regulations are 
being formulated for the implementa
tion of the program. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like clarifica
tion from the committee or the Dis
trict authorities as to where this ap
propriations bill contains this program 
that is being funded. 

I would like to know how this pro
gram is going to be administered and 
by whom? Is it the Commission of Pub
lic Health? The Alcohol and Drug 
Abuse Administration? The Preventive 
Health Care Services Administration? 

More importantly, how much is going 
to be spent on this effort? 

Mr. Chairman, could you or the rank
ing member give this Member assur
ance that this information is possible 
to be provided before consideration of 
the conference report? 

Mr. DIXON. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I would respond to the 
gentleman by saying this: ..;: will be 
very glad to provide him with all of the 

details of both the condom program 
and the needle exchange program prior 
to House action on the conference 
agreement on this bill. 

Further, let me just give some back
ground on the programs and some gen
eral information about their adminis
tration. 

Dr. Akhter, the commissioner of pub
lic health in Washington, DC, indicated 
to us that 1 in 57 men in the District 
were diagnosed with AIDS, 6 times the 
national average; that 1 in 67 District 
mothers tests HIV-positive, 10 times 
the national average. A survey by the 
Children's National Medical Center on 
District adolescents seeking care found 
that 1 in 100 teenage girls, 1 in 75 teen
age boys, and 1 in 40 boys between the 
ages of 18 and 19 were found to be in
fected with HIV. 

What this has meant to the District 
and what it certainly means to me is 
that there is an epidemic here as it re
lates to being HIV-positive or having 
AIDS. 

I think the District should be con
gratulated for taking, yes, a bold but 
nevertheless a necessary step to try to 
bring this epidemic under control. 

Therefore, by executive order the 
Mayor was able to promulgate rules 
and regulations that would allow for 
the dispensing of condoms in the public 
schools. I think it is clear for the 
record that no one is encouraging sex
ual intercourse among teenagers. But 
the fact of the matter is that many 
teenagers are contracting either AIDS 
or becoming IDV-positive through sex
ual intercourse. 

So those students in junior and sen
ior high schools, grades 7 through 12, 
will be dispensed condoms. Also, it is 
no secret that many of those who are 
illegally injecting drugs of one form or 
another have a strong likelihood of be
coming HIV-positive and ultimately 
contracting AIDS. 

The number of deaths in the District 
from AIDS has increased from 1,676 in 
1990 to 2,227 in 1991, an increase of 33 
percent in the number of deaths from 
AIDS. 

Because of this bleak situation, the 
District has the strong desire to issue 
sterile needles, not because they are 
condoning the use of drugs, but because 
they want to save lives. 

Mr. Chairman, this program is in ef
fect under emergency legislation. Per
manent legislation has passed out of 
the city council and is on the Mayor's 
desk for her signature. It will have the 
required layover time here in the Con
gress. 

I will certainly provide the gen
tleman from Florida with specific in
formation as to the exact method that 
these condoms and needles are to be 
dispensed, the costs and who will be in 
charge of the programs. And I will pro
vide this information prior to the con
ference as he has requested. 

Mr. STEARNS. I want to thank the 
chairman, the gentleman from Califor-
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nia [Mr. DIXON]. I think his outlining of 
the details will help all Members un
derstand why the program is being im
plemented, and I want to thank him for 
getting that information prior to the 
conference. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEARNS. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. GALLO]. 

Mr. GALLO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Let me simply say I understand the 
concerns of the gentleman regarding 
this program. It is very difficult to fig
ure out the District's budget in its 
total aspect, particularly where the 
money for these kinds of programs is 
located and in what amounts. 

I join with the chairman of our sub
committee in assuring the gentleman 
that we will get that information be
forehand, and I thank him for his inter
est in this serious issue. 

Mr. STEARNS. I thank my col
leagues for allowing me the time. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no question 
whatsoever that H.R. 5517 authorizes 
taxpayer-funded abortion on demand 
for the District of Columbia. There is 
no question whatsoever that the lan
guage in the bill reverses current law 
and that the President will veto this 
legislation unless the pro-abortion lan
guage is removed. 

Pro-life members will mount, I can 
assure you, a vigorous effort to sustain 
the President's veto. 

Of course, the unpleasant fact that 
some pro-abortionists would like to di
vert our attention from-and this has 
been true throughout the years as we 
have debated this issue-has been an 
appeal to home rule. I would suggest 
that respect for home rule is not abso
lute and certainly does not take prece
dence over respect for human life. 

0 1900 

Mr. Chairman, abortion on demand is 
the very antithesis of respect for life. 
It is death. It is child abuse that mas
querades as a progressive policy. Every 
abortion stops a beating heart. Every 
abortion robs a baby girl or baby boy of 
a chance to be loved and to love, to 
learn or read a book, or to sing, or 
dance, or even to kick a soccer ball. 
Every abortion robs a child of the most 
precious gift of all: life. 

Members should be advised that abor
tion methods that would be paid for 
with tax dollars, if this legislation is 
enacted, would cut, dismember and rip 
the innocent child apart. Suction ma
chines 30 times more powerful than the 

typical vacuum cleaner would be sub
sidized in order to destroy the child. 
And there are other equally gruesome 
methods such as poisoning the baby 
with high concentrated salt solution or 
other chemicals, and that is what we 
are being asked to subsidize in this leg
islation. 

I remain confident, Mr. Chairman, 
and full of hope that in the end a pru
dent and a pro-life policy will prevail 
and the distinguished chairman and my 
good friend, the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. GALLO], will bring back to 
the floor legislation all of us can sup
port and the President can sign. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished delegate 
from the District of Columbia [Ms. 
NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Let me say first, Mr. 
Chairman, that the residents of the 
District of Columbia do not request 
abortion on demand. Abortion on de
mand is recognized nowhere in this 
country. We wish only what other 
Americans have the privilege of enjoy
ing. 

The gentleman carries his campaign 
against abortion far from his own dis
trict, and yet we have been reminded 
only in recent days by the Supreme 
Court of the United States, dominated 
by members of his own party, that 
there should be, at the very least, local 
options on the troublesome question of 
abortion, and so what we have in the 
United States is local option for every
one, every one of the 50 States and all 
of the territories except for the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

Mr. Chairman, it would appear that 
nothing settles this dispute, not even 
the decision of the Supreme Court of 
the United States, which has the final 
word unless this body approves the 
Freedom of Choice Act, which I pray it 
will. 

This is a pluralistic country. We will 
almost surely never be a country where 
a woman cannot get an abortion any
where. For this is not the America of 
the 1950's or the 1960's. This is a new 
day. 

But it is not a new day yet for the 
poor women of the District of Col um
bia. Only they, it would appear, have 
the distinction of being treated more 
invidiously than any women anywhere 
else in the United States. It is a shame 
to have to ask that of the women of the 
District of Columbia, especially the 
poor women who will feel a Presi
dential veto greatest. They should be 
recognized to have the same right of 
privacy as all other women in the Unit
ed States can now claim. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman and my colleagues, just a 
word about the quality of leadership on 
this committee. Because of the nature 
of the whole structure of the District 

of Columbia home rule, the fact that 
many of the Members of the Chamber 
and the other body live inside the con
fines of the District, because of the 
crime that has attacked all major 
cities in America, all major cities, this 
can be a very passionate debate, and it 
generally is not because of the quality 
of leadership here, and I want to just 
tip my hat to that leadership, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DIXON] and 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
GALLO]. 

On the issue of abortion, no one, and 
this has been a great source of comfort 
to me in a rather passionate debate, no 
one has ever questioned in my 15-year 
span here my dedication to this issue 
on principle and beyond just religious 
belief or theological conviction, my be
lief on scientific, and medical grounds 
and, yes, even sociological grounds. 

When I first managed to win a Repub
lican primary in 1976, our bicentennial 
year, and I have told this story several 
times using this Committee's debate as 
a forum to do it, I was driving past the 
Lincoln Memorial and the Washington 
Monument, looking at those 50 flags 
flying for each State, and I heard over 
the radio that the District of Columbia 
has become the first city in America 
where there were more abortions toler
ated than live births, and that has gone 
on ever since 1976. Pretty soon it will 
be two decades. There were 1,600,000 
abortions last year with a piddling, a 
tragically tiny, 25 to 30,000 adoptions. 

Mr. Chairman, something is wrong. If 
I were of African-American heritage, 
and I would be very proud of it, I would 
question country club Republicans who 
always say, "How we going to feed 
them?" Economic abortions are the 
worst of all. It is a form of national 
suicide, of giving up and saying, "We 
can't feed these people, so let's kill 
them," and we cannot go along with in
fanticide, yet some people say, "So, 
let's kill them in the womb." 

No, I think it will be a proud day 
when the District of Columbia sets a 
standard for American women and pro
tects every child born and unborn in 
this beautiful District that I think is 
one of the finest cities to visit and live 
in the world. We are all trying to make 
it better, but I am afraid this issue of 
when life begins, when it is really sanc
tified, when we should respect it, nur
ture it, and protect it is a debate that 
is going to be with us as long as this 
country exists. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. HOLLOWAY]. 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
take the well today to try to instill in 
the minds of the Members of this House 
what has happened here in the District 
of Columbia. 

I offered an amendment, and the 
Committee did not waive the point of 
order to allow me to offer it, and my 
amendment simply said i t inserted at 
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the end of page 41 after line 5: None of 
the funds made available in this Act 
may be used to implement, or enforce, 
or administer the District of Colum
bia's Act 9-188, the Health Care Benefit 
Expansion Act of 1992. 

Now we had received this bill from 
the District of Columbia. It was trans
mitted to us on April 28, and I offered 
a resolution of disapproval, and I went 
through the procedures that we do here 
in the House, going to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. I guess I 
would say the deck was stacked, and I 
was not allowed to offer the bill on the 
floor. 

But I do want to let the House know 
a little more about what is in this bill. 
When the Committee is asked to rise, I 
will ask that the Members vote against 
the motion to rise. I will ask that the 
Members vote not to rise in order to 
allow me to offer this amendment. This 
amendment, to me, is a direct assault 
on the family unit of this country and 
of the world. 

Mr. Chairman, this was first called a 
domestic partnership act, and, when 
they saw there was opposition to it, it 
was revised to be a health care bill. It 
has been portrayed as a harmless way 
to extend health care benefits. In fact, 
it would undermine the institution of 
marriage and will send shock waves 
through society. 

The D.C. act would allow two persons 
18 years or older to register with the 
city as domestic partners, and I want 
to stop here and tell my colleagues ex
actly what this does. There is no over
sight. Nobody knows if there is actu
ally a domestic partner. As far as I am 
concerned, a person with a contagious 
illness could go to someone and say, 
"I'd like to be your domestic partner. 
I'd like to go down and register." It is 
much like getting a parking permit, 
just as simple. "I'd like to go down and 
register as your domestic partner to 
where I can get the benefits of the 
health insurance of this city." 

Now I think that is one of the small
er items, the fact that there is no over
sight. I think the fact that disturbs me 
the most is the fact that both hetero
sexual, homosexual, lesbian are all al
lowed to be, and I think they feel very 
strongly that the original intent of 
this bill was to make it legal to have 
same-sex marriages in this country. 

I think it is very sad that we would 
come from our Nation's Capital, and I 
have to tell my colleagues that I did 
not come up with this bill to say I want 
to beat up on anyone. But I had many 
of the black pastors of this District
and I stress black pastors of this Dis
trict-come to me and ask me would I 
please offer this bill because to them it 
destroyed the families of this District 
as well as the families of this Nation. 

0 1910 
Now, in the committee we tried to 

bring up the point that the gentleman 

from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER] 
was trying to make it a racial issue by 
saying that the opposition to the bill 
brought two white Episcopalian priests 
and Presbyterian ministers to testify 
for it. We had in my opinion the vast 
majority of the black ministers in this 
country in support. 

Mr. Chairman, I will close my argu
ment by saying that I hope Members 
will vote with us for this committee 
not to rise, and to give an opportunity 
to offer this amendment. To me it basi
cally stands for what we know is miss
ing in this country, and that is the de
struction of the family in this Nation, 
to say that we no longer have respect, 
that we no longer differentiate between 
same-sex relationships and commit
ments from a man and a woman in a 
marriage who bring up children and try 
to teach them right and wrong. 

Mr. Chairman, I tell you today, as I 
stand in this well, I think this is a very 
important amendment. I think I should 
have the opportunity to offer it. I 
think I should have had that oppor
tunity in the Committee on Rules. I 
was not granted it. 

So I would ask this body to vote 
against the motion to rise and give me 
an opportunity to offer this amend
ment, which just says let us retain 
what this Nation was founded so great
ly upon, and that is belief in God and 
belief that man and woman make a 
commitment for life through the rela
tionship of marriage. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS], the chair
man of the authorizing committee, 
took exception to the word "stacked," 
and I think rightfully so. 

Mr. Chairman, the local legislation 
that the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. HOLLOWAY] has talked about was 
approved by the city council and signed 
by the Mayor on April 15, 1992. It was 
transmitted to Congress on April 28 of 
1992 for the 30-day congressional lay
over period. The bill was referred by 
the Speaker to the committee of juris
diction, the one chaired by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS]. 
That committee held a hearing. The 
committee voted 6 to 3 to defeat the 
resolution of disapproval. So the bill 
became law on June 11, 1992. 

Mr. Chairman, that process by no 
means deserves to be described by the 
word "stacked." And because the Com
mittee on Rules disagreed with the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
HOLLOWAY], that does not mean the 
process was stacked. It was all done in 
an open process where everyone was 
given the opportunity to make their 
case. 

In my view, and I think in everyone's 
view, the bill the gentleman is talking 
about, regardless of his feeling about 
it, does not discriminate based on sex. 
The coverage provided by the bill is 

available to heterosexuals as well as to 
homosexuals. The bill does not violate 
the Constitution; it does not violate 
home rule; and it does not involve a 
Federal interest. 

Mr. Chairman, on those bases, I 
think we should support the motion to 
rise. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co
lumbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I have only this to 
say: I am proud to live in a district 
which would not exclude people from 
health benefits based on their sexual 
orientation. I am proud to live in a dis
trict that regards homophobia as unac
ceptable and as racism and sexism. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. HOLLOWAY]. 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
simply respond to say, of course, one 
can say it does not discriminate. I 
made that statement myself. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would yield, I was using the 
gentleman's words. He said anyone 
could apply for this; it did not dis
criminate. 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, that is correct. It 
pertains to heterosexuals as well as ho
mosexuals, as well as lesbians and 
other groups. 

Mr. Chairman, basically my opposi
tion to the bill is the fact that anyone 
can go down and register as a domestic 
partner. I am simply saying that laws 
like this destroy the moral structure of 
our Nation. To say that they were 
"stacked" probably is a poor use of 
words, because I guess basically as Re
publicans, we normally come out on 
the short end of most affairs. So I 
guess to say the committee was 
"stacked" was a poor word to use, be
cause the chairman did give me an op
portunity to submit it through the sub
committee as well as the committee. 
So I was not referring to the chairman 
as not being fair to me as an individ
ual, but simply saying that we not too 
often have an opportunity to offer an 
amendment like this, which I think 
was worthy to go to the floor and be 
debated here on the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply have to say 
that if we consider that we are going to 
move this in, that there are entice
ments in this bill which would allow it 
to be offered to businesses, offer them 
tax exemptions if they will start offer
ing the same type of benefits, I just 
have to say that maybe I am old, 
maybe I am an old crony that thinks 
that our Nation is great because of the 
greatness of the family and the great
ness of the family structure of it. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think anyone 
that is homosexual can stand here on 
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this floor and openly tell me that ho
mosexuality is good for the future of 
America. I do not think anyone can 
stand here on the floor and tell me that 
it is good for the future of our country. 
If they do, I have to argue and say that 
what made this country great is our 
Judeo-Christian beliefs, our belief in 
marriage, our belief in commitment for 
life. I think this bill totally goes to
ward destroying that, and I will ask 
Members to vote to disapprove the mo
tion to rise. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, might I 
inquire how much time is left? 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair advises 
that each side as 1 minute remaining in 
general debate. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself this 
time just to address the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. HOLLOWAY]. I un
derstand that the issue the gentleman 
is addressing is a very emotional one, 
one that is certainly controversial in 
our society. However, that is not the 
issue before us. 

The issue before us is whether this 
community, the District of Columbia, 
has, as States have, a right to promul
gate its own rules and regulations. 

Mr. Chairman, from the comments I 
have heard from the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. HOLLOWAY], he does not 
like the District's decision to extend 
certain health benefits to partners. 
That is not the issue here today. The 
issue is whether or not this District 
has the right to promulgate rules and 
regulations governing benefits for its 
citizens. It has decided to do so. It has 
nothing to do with homosexuality, one 
way or the other. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing let me 
thank my staff. My chief of staff, 
Americo Miconi always does outstand
ing work, and let me also thank Donna 
Mullins and Mary Porter for their fine 
assistance, as well as that of all the 
members of the staff of the full Com
mittee on Appropriations. They are al
ways very professional, very courteous, 
and very responsive, even in the most 
difficult of situations and cir
cumstances. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
printed in House Report 102-651, and 
any amendments thereto, shall be de
batable for the time specified in the re
port, equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent of the 
amendment. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-

ing September 30, 1993, and for other pur
poses, namely: 

TITLE! 
FISCAL YEAR 1993 APPROPRIATIONS 
FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF 

COLUMBIA 

For payment to the District of Columbia 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1993, 
$624,854,400, as authorized by section 502(a) of 
the District of Columbia Self-Government 
and Governmental Reorganization Act, Pub
lic Law 9~198, as amended (D.C. Code, sec. 
47--3406(a). 

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO RETIREMENT 
FUNDS 

For the Federal contribution to the Police 
Officers and Fire Fighters', Teachers', and 
Judges' Retirement Funds, as authorized by 
the District of Columbia Retirement Reform 
Act, approved November 17, 1979 (93 Stat. 866; 
Public Law 96-122), $52,070,000. 

FEDERAL CONTRffiUTION FOR CRIME AND 
YOUTH INITIATIVES 

For a Federal contribution for crime and 
youth initiatives in the District of Columbia, 
$30,798,600: Provided, That this appropriation 
shall not be obligated or expended until the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate have ap
proved a detailed plan as to the use of these 
funds. 

PRESIDENTIAL INAUGURATION 

For payment to the District of Columbia in 
lieu of reimbursements for expenses incurred 
in connection with Presidential inauguration 
activities, $5,514,000, as authorized by section 
737(b) of the District of Columbia Self-Gov
ernment and Governmental Reorganization 
Act, Public Law 9~198, as amended (D.C. 
Code, sec. 1-1803). 

METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT 

For a Federal contribution to the District 
of Columbia for the Metropolitan Police De
partment, $400,000, of which $250,000 shall be 
for training and continuing education pro
grams and $150,000 shall be for a summer 
youth program. 

BOARD OF EDUCATION 

For a Federal contribution to the District 
of Columbia, $83,000, of which $43,000 shall be 
for an adult literacy program and $40,000 
shall be for a program to teach self-dis
cipline, motivation, and respect in public 
schools. 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA INSTITUTE FOR MENTAL 

HEALTH 

For a Federal contribution to the District 
of Columbia Institute for Mental Health to 
provide professional mental health care to 
low-income, underinsured, and indigent chil
dren, adults, and families in the District of 
Columbia, $140,000. 

CHILDREN'S NATIONAL MEDICAL CENTER 

For a Federal contribution to the Chil
dren's National Medical Center for a cost
shared National Child Protection Center. 
$140,000. 

DIVISION OF EXPENSES 

The following amounts are appropriated 
for the District of Columbia for the current 
fiscal year out of the general fund of the Dis
trict of Columbia, except as otherwise spe
cifically provided. 

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 

Governmental direction and support, 
$115,591,000: Provided, That not to exceed 
$2,500 for the Mayor, $2,500 for the Chairman 
of the Council of the District of Columbia, 
and $2,500 for the City Administrator shall be 

available from this appropriation for expend
itures for official purposes: Provided further, 
That $10,200,000 of the revenues realized from 
the "Water and Sewer Utility Payment in 
Lieu of Taxes Act of 1992" shall be available 
for the Mayor's youth and crime initiative, 
but shall not be obligated or expended until 
the Mayor submits to the Council a plan for 
the allocation and use of the funds: Provided 
further, That any program fees collected 
from the issuance of debt shall be available 
for the payment of expenses of the debt man
agement program of the District of Colum
bia: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, there is hereby 
appropriated from the earnings of the appli
cable retirement funds $10,292,000 to pay 
legal, management, investment, and other 
fees and administrative expenses of the Dis
trict of Columbia Retirement Board, of 
which not to exceed $400,000 of this appro
priation, subject to the enactment of author
izing legislation, shall be used to reimburse 
the general fund for expenses incurred by the 
general fund during the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1993, in rendering services re
lated to the Retirement Board, including, 
but not limited to, determining retirement 
eligibility, calculating pension benefits, pre
paring and distributing pension checks, fil
ing reports and related activities: Provided 
further, That the District of Columbia Re
tirement Board shall provide to the Congress 
and to the Council of the District of Colum
bia a quarterly report of the allocations of 
charges by fund and of expend! tures of all 
funds: Provided further, That the District of 
Columbia Retirement Board shall provide 
the Mayor, for transmittal to the Council of 
the District of Columbia, an item accounting 
of the planned use of appropriated funds in 
time for each annual budget submission and 
the actual use of such funds in time for each 
annual audited financial report. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 

Economic development and regulation, 
$102,888,000: Provided, That the District of Co
lumbia Housing Finance Agency, established 
by section 201 of the District of Columbia 
Housing Finance Agency Act, effective 
March 3, 1979 (D.C. Law 2-135; D.C. Code, sec. 
45-2111), based upon its capability of repay
ments as determined each year by the Coun
cil of the District of Columbia from the Fi
nance Agency's annual audited financial 
statements to the Council of the District of 
Columbia, shall repay to the general fund an 
amount equal to the appropriated adminis
trative costs plus interest at a rate of four 
percent per annum for a term of 15 years, 
with a deferral of payments for the first 
three years: Provided further, That notwith
standing the foregoing provision, the obliga
tion to repay all or part of the amounts due 
shall be subject to the rights of the owners of 
any bonds or notes issued by the Finance 
Agency and shall be repaid to the District of 
Columbia government only from available 
operating revenues of the Finance Agency 
that are in excess of the amounts required 
for debt service, reserve funds, and operating 
expenses: Provided further, That upon com
mencement of the debt service payments, 
such payments shall be deposited into the 
general fund of the District of Columbia. 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 

Public safety and justice, including pur
chase of 135 passenger-carrying vehicles for 
replacement only, including 130 for police
type use and five for fire-type use, without 
regard to the general purchase price limi ta
tion for the current fiscal year, $945,951,000: 
Provided, That the Metropolitan Police De-
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partment shall maintain a force of not less 
than 4,889 officers and members: Provided fur
ther, That $188,200,000 shall be allocated for 
the Police Officers and Fire Fighters' Retire
ment Fund and $4,300,000 shall be allocated 
for the Judges' Retirement Fund: Provided 
further, That the Metropolitan Police De
partment is authorized to replace not to ex
ceed 25 passenger-carrying vehicles and the 
Fire Department of the District of Columbia 
is authorized to replace not to exceed five 
passenger-carrying vehicles annually when
ever the cost of repair to any damaged vehi
cle exceeds three-fourths of the cost of the 
replacement: Provided further, That not to 
exceed $500,000 shall be available from this 
appropriation for the Chief of Police for the 
prevention and detection of crime: Provided 
further, That the Metropolitan Police De
partment shall provide quarterly reports to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
House and Senate on efforts to increase effi
ciency and improve the professionalism in 
the department: Provided further, That not
withstanding any other provision of law, or 
Mayor's Order 86-45, issued March 18, 1986, 
the Metropolitan Police Department's dele
gated small purchase authority shall be 
$500,000: Provided further, That the District of 
Columbia government may not require the 
Metropolitan Police Department to submit 
to any other procurement review process, or 
to obtain the approval of or be restricted in 
any manner by any official or employee of 
the District of Columbia government, for 
purchases that do not exceed $500,000: Pro
vided further, That $299,000 of the amount ap
propriated under this heading shall be avail
able at the discretion of the Chief of Police 
for outside training and continuing edu
cation programs for the Metropolitan Police 
Department: Provided further, That $150,000 of 
the amount appropriated under this heading 
shall be available for the Metropolitan Po
lice Department for expenses necessary for 
the establishment and operation of a sum
mer youth jobs program under the direction 
of the Chief of Police: Provided further, That 
funds appropriated for expenses under the 
District of Columbia Criminal Justice Act, 
approved September 3, 1974 (88 Stat. 1090; 
Public Law 93--412; D.C. Code, sec. 11-2601 et 
seq.), for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1993, shall be available for obligations in
curred under the Act in each fiscal year 
since inception in fiscal year 1975: Provided 
further , That funds appropriated for expenses 
under the District of Columbia Neglect Rep
resentation Equity Act of 1984, effective 
March 13, 1985 (D.C. Law 5-129; D.C. Code, 
sec. 16-2304), for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1993, shall be available for obliga
tions incurred under the Act in each fiscal 
year since inception in fiscal year 1985: Pro
vided further, That funds appropriated for ex
penses under the District of Columbia Guard
ianship, Protection Proceedings, and Durable 
Power of Attorney Act of 1986, effective Feb
ruary 27, 1987 (D.C. Law 6-204; D.C. Code, sec. 
21-2060), for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1993, shall be available for obligations in
curred under the Act in each fiscal year 
since inception in fiscal year 1989: Provided 
further, That not to exceed $1,500 for the 
Chief Judge of the District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals, $1,500 for the Chief Judge 
of the Superior Court of the District of Co
lumbia, and $1,500 for the Executive Officer 
of the District of Columbia Courts shall be 
available from this appropriation for official 
purposes: Provided further, That the District 
of Columbia shall operate and maintain a 
free, 24-hour telephone information service 
whereby residents of the area surrounding 

Lorton prison in Fairfax County, Virginia, 
can promptly obtain information from Dis
trict of Columbia government officials on all 
disturbances at the prison, including es
capes, fires, riots, and similar incidents: Pro
vided further, That the District of Columbia 
government shall also take steps to publicize 
the availability of the 24-hour telephone in
formation service among the residents of the 
area surrounding the Lorton prison: Provided 
further, That not to exceed $100,000 of this ap
propriation shall be used to reimburse Fair
fax County, Virginia, and Prince William 
County, Virginia, for expenses incurred by 
the counties during the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1993, in relation to the Lorton 
prison complex: Provided further, That such 
reimbursements shall be paid in all instances 
in which the District requests the counties 
to provide police, fire, rescue, and related 
services to help deal with escapes, riots, and 
similar disturbances involving the prison: 
Provided further, That none of the funds pro
vided in this Act may be used to implement 
any staffing plan for the District of Colum
bia Fire Department that includes the elimi
nation of any positions for Administrative 
Assistants to the Battalion Fire Chiefs of the 
Fire Fighting Division of the Department: 
Provided further, That the Mayor shall reim
burse the District of Columbia National 
Guard for expenses incurred in connection 
with services that are performed in emer
gencies by the National Guard in a militia 
status and are requested by the Mayor, in 
amounts that shall be jointly determined 
and certified as due and payable for these 
services by the Mayor and the Commanding 
General of the District of Columbia National 
Guard: Provided further, That such sums as 
may be necessary for reimbursement to the 
District of Columbia National Guard under 
the preceding proviso shall be available from 
this appropriation, and the availability of 
the sums shall be deemed as constituting 
payment in advance for the emergency serv
ices involved. 

PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 

Public education system, including the de
velopment of national defense education pro
grams, $713,675,000, to be allocated as follows: 
$513,635,000 for the public schools of the Dis
trict of Columbia, of which $43,000 shall be 
for the Washington Literacy Council and 
$40,000 shall be for the Joy of Discipline Pro
gram; $98,800,000 shall be allocated for the 
District of Columbia Teachers' Retirement 
Fund; $71,995,000 for the University of the 
District of Columbia, of which $2,000,000 shall 
be derived from revenues realized from the 
"Water and Sewer Utility Payment in Lieu 
of Taxes Act of 1992"; $20,978,000 for the Pub
lic Library, of which $200,000 shall be trans
ferred to the Children's Museum; $3,527,000 
for the Commission on the Arts and Human
ities; $4,500,000 for the District of Columbia 
School of Law; and $240,000 for the Education 
Licensure Commission: Provided, That the 
public schools of the District of Columbia 
are authorized to accept not to exceed 31 
motor vehicles for exclusive use in the driver 
education program: Provided further, That 
not to exceed $2,500 for the Superintendent of 
Schools, $2,500 for the President of the Uni
versity of the District of Columbia, and 
$2,000 for the Public Librarian shall be avail
able from this appropriation for expenditures 
for official purposes: Provided further, That 
this appropriation shall not be available to 
subsidize the education of nonresidents of 
the District of Columbia at the University of 
the District of Columbia, unless the Board of 
Trustees of the University of the District of 
Columbia adopts, for the fiscal year ending 

September 30, 1993, a tuition rate schedule 
that will establish the tuition rate for non
resident students at a level no lower than 
the nonresident tuition rate charged at com
parable public institutions of higher edu
cation in the metropolitan area. 

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 

Human support services, $886,777,000: Pro
vided, That $19,015,000 of this appropriation, 
to remain available until expended, shall be 
available solely for District of Columbia em
ployees' disability compensation: Provided 
further, That the District shall not provide 
free government services such as water, 
sewer, solid waste disposal or collection, 
utilities, maintenance, repairs, or similar 
services to any legally constituted private 
nonprofit organization (as defined in section 
411(5) of Public Law 100-77, approved July 22, 
1987) providing emergency shelter services in 
the District, if the District would not be 
qualified to receive reimbursement pursuant 
to the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Act, 
approved July 22, 1987 (101 Stat. 485; Public 
Law 100-77; 42 U.S.C. 11301 et seq.). 

PUBLIC WORKS 

Public works, including rental of one pas
senger-carrying vehicle for use by the Mayor 
and three passenger-carrying vehicles for use 
by the Council of the District of Columbia 
and purchase of passenger-carrying vehicles 
for replacement only, $227,622,000: Provided, 
That this appropriation shall not be avail
able for collecting ashes or miscellaneous 
refuse from hotels and places of business. 

WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER FUND 

For the Washington Convention Center 
Fund, $13,250,000. 

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST 

For reimbursement to the United States of 
funds loaned in compliance with An Act to 
provide for the establishment of a modern, 
adequate, and efficient hospital center in the 
District of Columbia, approved August 7, 1946 
(60 Stat. 896; Public Law 79--648); section 1 of 
An Act to authorize the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia to borrow funds for 
capital improvement programs and to amend 
provisions of law relating to Federal Govern
ment participation in meeting costs of main
taining the Nation's Capital City, approved 
June 6, 1958 (72 Stat. 183; Public Law 85--451; 
D.C. Code, sec. 9-219); section 4 of An Act to 
authorize the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia to plan, construct, operate, and 
maintain a sanitary sewer to connect the 
Dulles International Airport with the Dis
trict of Columbia system, approved June 12, 
1960 (74 Stat. 211; Public Law 86-515); sections 
723 and 743(f) of the District of Columbia 
Self-Government and Governmental Reorga
nization Act, approved December 24, 1973, as 
amended (87 Stat. 821; Public Law 93-198; 
D.C. Code, sec. 47-321 , note; 91 Stat. 1156; 
Public Law 95-131; D.C. Code, sec. 9-219, 
note), including interest as required thereby, 
$291,299,000. 

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND RECOVERY 
DEBT 

For the purpose of eliminating the 
$331,589,000 general fund accumulated deficit 
as of September 30, 1990, $38,342,000, as au
thorized by section 461(a) of the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Govern
mental Reorganization Act, approved De
cember 24, 1973, as amended (105 Stat. 540; 
Public Law 102-106; D.C. Code, sec. 47-321(a)). 

OPTICAL AND DENTAL BENEFITS 

For optical and dental costs for nonunion 
employees, $3,423,000. 

INAUGURAL EXPENSES 

For reimbursement for necessary expenses 
incurred in connection with Presidential in-
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auguration activities as authorized by sec
tion 737(b) of the District of Columbia Self
Government and Governmental Reorganiza
tion Act, Public Law ~198, approved De
cember 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 824; D.C. Code, sec. 
1-1803), $5,514,000, which shall be apportioned 
by the Mayor within the various appropria
tion headings in this Act. 

FACILITIES RENT/LEASES 
For the purpose of funding costs associated 

with the rental and leasing of facilities for 
governmental purposes, $16,682,000. 

FURLOUGH ADJUSTMENT 
Each agency, office, and instrumentality of 

the District, except the District of Columbia 
Courts, shall furlough each employee of the 
respective agency, office, or instrumentality 
for one day in each month of the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1993, or a proportional 
number of hours for part-time employees. 
The personal services spending authority for 
each agency, office, and instrumentality sub
ject to this section is reduced in an amount 
equal to the savings resulting from the em
ployee furloughs required by this section, for 
a total reduction of $36,000,000. The Council 
shall enact legislation to implement this 
section which may include but shall not be 
limited to procedures to ensure that public 
health and safety functions are carried out. 

WITHIN-GRADE SALARY ADJUSTMENTS 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, no employee of any agency, office, or in
strumentality of the District shall receive 
within-grade salary increases during the fis
cal year ending September 30, 1993, and no 
time during the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1993 shall accrue toward the waiting 
period for advancement to the following rate 
within the grade. The spending authority for 
each agency, office and instrumentality is 
reduced in an amount equal to the savings 
resulting from the adjustments required by 
this section, for a total reduction of 
$13,000,000. 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 
For construction projects, $333,639,000, as 

authorized by An Act authorizing the laying 
of water mains and service sewers in the Dis
trict of Columbia, the levying of assessments 
therefor, and for other purposes, approved 
April 22, 1904 (33 Stat. 244; Public Law 58-140; 
D.C. Code, sees. 43--1512 through 43--1519); the 
District of Columbia Public Works Act of 
1954, approved May 18, 1954 (68 Stat. 101; Pub
lic Law 83--364); An Act to authorize the Com
missioners of the District of Columbia to 
borrow funds for capital improvement pro
grams and to amend provisions of law relat
ing to Federal Government participation in 
meeting costs of maintaining the Nation's 
Capital City, approved June 6, 1958 (72 Stat. 
183; Public Law 85-451; D.C. Code, sees. 9-219 
and 47-3402); section 3(g) of the District of 
Columbia Motor Vehicle Parking Facility 
Act of 1942, approved August 20, 1958 (72 Stat. 
686; Public Law 85--692; D.C. Code, sec. 4~ 
805(7)); and the National Capital Transpor
tation Act of 1969, approved December 9, 1969 
(83 Stat. 320; Public Law 91-143; D.C. Code, 
sees. 1-2451, 1-2452, 1-2454, 1-2456, and 1-2457); 
including acquisition of sites, preparation of 
plans and specifications, conducting prelimi
nary surveys, erection of structures, includ
ing building improvement and alteration and 
treatment of grounds, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That $8,232,000 shall 
be available for project management and a 
decrease of $2,734,000 for design by the Direc
tor of the Department of Public Works or by 
contract for architectural engineering serv
ices, as may be determined by the Mayor: 

Provided further, That funds for use of each 
capital project implementing agency shall be 
managed and controlled in accordance with 
all procedures and limitations established 
under the Financial Management System: 
Provided further, That all funds provided by 
this appropriation title shall be available 
only for the specific projects and purposes 
intended: Provided further, That notwith
standing the foregoing, all authorizations for 
capital outlay projects, except those projects 
covered by the first sentence of section 23(a) 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968, ap
proved August 23, 1968 (82 Stat. 827; Public 
Law ~95; D.C. Code, sec. 7-134, note), for 
which funds are provided by this appropria
tion title, shall expire on September 30, 1994, 
except authorizations for projects as to 
which funds have been obligated in whole or 
in part prior to September 30, 1994: Provided 
further, That upon expiration of any such 
project authorization the funds provided 
herein for the project shall lapse. 

WATER AND SEWER ENTERPRISE FUND 
For the Water and Sewer Enterprise Fund, 

$251,630,000, of which $39,602,000 shall be ap
portioned and payable to the debt service 
fund for repayment of loans and interest in
curred for capital improvement projects, and 
$12,200,000 collected as payment in lieu of 
taxes pursuant to the "Water and Sewer 
Utility Payment in Lieu of Taxes Act of 
1992" shall be transferred to the general fund 
to provide $10,200,000 for the Mayor's youth 
and crime initiative, and $2,000,000 for the 
University of the District of Columbia. 

For construction projects, $45,908,000, as 
authorized by An Act authorizing the laying 
of water mains and service sewers in the Dis
trict of Columbia, the levying of assessments 
therefor, and for other purposes, approved 
April 22, 1904 (33 Stat. 244; Public Law 58-140; 
D.C. Code, sec. 43--1512 et seq.): Provided, That 
the requirements and restrictions that are 
applicable to general fund capital improve
ment projects and set forth in this Act under 
the Capital Outlay appropriation title shall 
apply to projects approved under this appro
priation title: Provided further, That not to 
exceed $22,705,000 in water and sewer enter
prise fund operating revenues shall be avail
able for pay-as-you-go capital projects. 
LOTTERY AND CHARITABLE GAMES ENTERPRISE 

FUND 
For the Lottery and Charitable Games En

terprise Fund, established by the District of 
Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1982, approved De
cember 4, 1981 (95 Stat. 1174, 1175; Public Law 
97-91), as amended, for the purpose of imple
menting the Law to Legalize Lotteries, 
Daily Numbers Games, and Bingo and Raffles 
for Charitable Purposes in the District of Co
lumbia, effective March 10, 1981 (D.C. Law 3--
172; D.C. Code, sees. 2--2501 et seq. and 22--1516 
et seq.), $8,450,000, to be derived from non
Federal District of Columbia revenues: Pro
vided, That the District of Columbia shall 
identify the source of funding for this appro
priation title from the District's own lo
cally-generated revenues: Provided further, 
That no revenues from Federal sources shall 
be used to support the operations or activi
ties of the Lottery and Charitable Games 
Control Board. 

CABLE TELEVISION ENTERPRISE FUND 
For the Cable Television Enterprise Fund, 

established by the Cable Television Commu
nications Act of 1981, effective October 22, 
1983 (D.C. Law 5-36; D.C. Code, sec. 43--1801 et 
seq.), $2,500,000. 

STARPLEX FUND 
For the Starplex Fund, an amount nec

essary for the expenses incurred by the Ar-

mory Board in the exercise of its powers 
granted by An Act to establish a District of 
Columbia Armory Board, and for other pur
poses, approved June 4, 1948 (62 Stat. 339; 
D.C. Code, sec. 2--301 et seq.) and the District 
of Columbia Stadium Act of 1957, approved 
September 7, 1957 (71 Stat. 619; Public Law 
85-300; D.C. Code, sec. 2--321 et seq.), of which 
$1,847,000 shall be transferred to the general 
fund: Provided, That the Mayor shall submit 
a budget for the Armory Board for the forth
coming fiscal year as required by section 
442(b) of the District of Columbia Self-Gov
ernment and Governmental Reorganization 
Act, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 824; 
Public Law 93--198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-301(b)). 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEc. 101. The expenditure of any appropria

tion under this Act for any consulting serv
ice through procurement contract, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those 
contracts where such expenditures are a 
matter of public record and available for 
public inspection, except where otherwise 
provided under existing law, or under exist
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist
ing law. 

SEC. 102. Except as otherwise provided in 
this Act, all vouchers covering expenditures 
of appropriations contained in this Act shall 
be audited before payment by the designated 
certifying official and the vouchers as ap
proved shall be paid by checks issued by the 
designated disbursing official. 

SEC. 103. Whenever in this Act, an amount 
is specified within an appropriation for par
ticular purposes or objects of expenditure, 
such amount, unless otherwise specified, 
shall be considered as the maximum amount 
that may be expended for said purpose or ob
ject rather than an amount set apart exclu
sively therefor. 

SEC. 104. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available, when authorized by the Mayor, 
for allowances for privately-owned auto
mobiles and motorcycles used for the per
formance of official duties at rates estab
lished by the Mayor: Provided, That such 
rates shall not exceed the maximum prevail
ing rates for such vehicles as prescribed in 
the Federal Property Management Regula
tions 101-7 (Federal Travel Regulations). 

SEC. 105. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available for expenses of travel and for 
the payment of dues of organizations con
cerned with the work of the District of Co
lumbia government, when authorized by the 
Mayor: Provided, That the Council of the Dis
trict of Columbia and the District of Colum
bia Courts may expend such funds without 
authorization by the Mayor. 

SEC. 106. There are appropriated from the 
applicable funds of the District of Columbia 
such sums as may be necessary for making 
refunds and for the payment of judgments 
that have been entered against the District 
of Columbia government: Provided, That 
nothing contained in this section shall be 
construed as modifying or affecting the pro
visions of section 11(c)(3) of title xn of the 
District of Columbia Income and Franchise 
Tax Act of 1947, approved March 31, 1956 (70 
Stat. 78; Public Law 84-460; D.C. Code, sec 47-
1812.1l(c)(3)). 

SEC. 107. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available for the payment of public assist
ance without reference to the requirement of 
section 544 of the District of Columbia Public 
Assistance Act of 1982, effective April 6, 1982 
(D.C. Law 4-101; D.C. Code, sec. 3--205.44), and 
for the non-Federal share of funds necessary 
to qualify for Federal assistance under the 
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Con
trol Act of 1968, approved July 31, 1968 (82 
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Stat. 462; Public Law 90--445; 42 U.S.C. 3801 et 
seq.). 

SEC. 108. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un
less expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 109. No funds appropriated in this Act 
for the District of Columbia government for 
the operation of educational institutions, 
the compensation of personnel, or for other 
educational purposes may be used to permit, 
encourage, facilitate, or further partisan po
litical activities. Nothing herein is intended 
to prohibit the availability of school build
ings for the use of any community or par
tisan political group during non-school 
hours. 

SEC. 110. The annual budget for the Dis
trict of Columbia government for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1994, shall be 
transmitted to the Congress no later than 
April 15, 1993. 

SEc. 111. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act shall be made available to pay the 
salary of any employee of the District of Co
lumbia government whose name, title, grade, 
salary, past work experience, and salary his
tory are not available for inspection by the 
House and Senate Committees on Appropria
tions, the House Committee on the District 
of Columbia, the Subcommittee on General 
Services, Federalism, and the District of Co
lumbia of the Senate Committee on Govern
mental Affairs, and the Council of the Dis
trict of Columbia, or their duly authorized 
representative: Provided, That none of the 
funds contained in this Act shall be made 
available to pay the salary of any employee 
of the District of Columbia government 
whose name and salary are not available for 
public inspection. 

SEC. 112. There are appropriated from the 
applicable funds of the District of Columbia 
such sums as may be necessary for making 
payments authorized by the District of Co
lumbia Revenue Recovery Act of 1977, effec
tive September 23, 1977 (D.C. Law 2-20; D.C. 
Code, sec. 47-421 et seq.). 

SEC. 113. No part of this appropriation shall 
be used for publicity or propaganda purposes 
or implementation of any policy including 
boycott designed to support or defeat legisla
tion pending before Congress or any State 
legislature. 

SEC. 114. None of the Federal funds con
tained in this Act shall be used to perform 
abortions except where the life of the mother 
would be endangered if the fetus were carried 
to term. 

SEC. 115. At the start of the fiscal year, the 
Mayor shall develop an annual plan, by quar
ter and by project, for capital outlay borrow
ings: Provided, That within a reasonable time 
after the close of each quarter, the Mayor 
shall report to the Council of the District of 
Columbia and the Congress the actual bor
rowing and spending progress compared with 
projections. 

SEC. 116. The Mayor shall not borrow any 
funds for capital projects unless the Mayor 
has obtained prior approval from the Council 
of the District of Columbia, by resolution, 
identifying the projects and amounts to be 
financed with such borrowings. 

SEC. 117. The Mayor shall not expend any 
moneys borrowed for capital projects for the 
operating expenses of the District of Colum
bia government. 

SEC. 118. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be obligated or expended by re
programming except pursuant to advance ap
proval of the reprogramming granted accord
ing to the procedure set forth in the Joint 
Explanatory Statement of the Committee of 

Conference (House Report No. 96-443), which 
accompanied the District of Columbia Ap
propriation Act, 1980, approved October 30, 
1979 (93 Stat. 713; Public Law 96-93), as modi
fied in House Report No. 93-265, and in ac
cordance with the Reprogramming Policy 
Act of 1980, effective September 16, 1980 (D.C. 
Law ~100; D.C. Code, sec. 47-361 et seq.). 

SEc. 119. None of the Federal funds pro
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex
pended to provide a personal cook, chauffeur, 
or other personal servants to any officer or 
employee of the District of Columbia. 

SEC. 120. None of the Federal funds pro
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex
pended to procure passenger automobiles as 
defined in the Automobile Fuel Efficiency 
Act of 1980, approved October 10, 1980 (94 
Stat. 1824; Public Law 96-425; 15 U.S.C. 
2001(2)), with an Environmental Protection 
Agency estimated miles per gallon average 
of less than 22 miles per gallon: Provided, 
That this section shall not apply to security, 
emergency rescue, or armored vehicles. 

SEc. 121. (a) Notwithstanding section 422(7) 
of the District of Columbia Self-Government 
and Governmental Reorganization Act of 
1973, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 790; 
Public Law ~198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-242(7)), 
the City Administrator shall be paid, during 
any fiscal year, a salary at a rate established 
by the Mayor, not to exceed the rate estab
lished for level IV of the Executive Schedule 
under 5 U.S.C. 5315. 

(b) For purposes of applying any provision 
of law limiting the availability of funds for 
payment of salary or pay in any fiscal year, 
the highest rate of pay established by the 
Mayor under subsection (a) of this section 
for any position for any period during the 
last quarter of calendar year 1992 shall be 
deemed to be the rate of pay payable for that 
position for September 30, 1992. 

(c) Notwithstanding section 4(a) of the Dis
trict of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945, 
approved August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 793; Public 
Law 79-592; D.C. Code, sec. 5-803(a)), the 
Board of Directors of the District of Colum
bia Redevelopment Land Agency shall be 
paid, during any fiscal year, per diem com
pensation at a rate established by the 
Mayor. 

SEC. 122. Notwithstanding any other provi
sions of law, the provisions of the District of 
Columbia Government Comprehensive Merit 
Personnel Act of 1978, effective March 3, 1979 
(D.C. Law 2-139; D.C. Code, sec. 1-601.1 et 
seq.), enacted pursuant to section 422(3) of 
the District of Columbia Self-Government 
and Governmental Reorganization Act of 
1973, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 790; 
Public Law 9~198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-242(3)), 
shall apply with respect to the compensation 
of District of Columbia employees: Provided, 
That for pay purposes, employees of the Dis
trict of Columbia government shall not be 
subject to the provisions of title 5 of the 
United States Code. 

SEC. 123. The Director of the Department of 
Administrative Services may pay rentals and 
repair, alter, and improve rented premises, 
without regard to the provisions of section 
322 of the Economy Act of 1932 (Public Law 
72-212; 40 U.S.C. 278a), upon a determination 
by the Director, that by reason of cir
cumstances set forth in such determination, 
the payment of these rents and the execution 
of this work, without reference to the limita
tions of section 322, is advantageous to the 
District in terms of economy, efficiency, and 
the District's best interest. 

SEc. 124. No later than 30 days after the 
end of the first quarter of the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1993, the Mayor of the Dis-

trict of Columbia shall submit to the Council 
of the District of Columbia the new fiscal 
year 1993 revenue estimates as of the end of 
the first quarter of fiscal year 1993. These es
timates shall be used in the budget request 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1994. 
The officially revised estimates at midyear 
shall be used for the midyear report. 

SEC. 125. Section 466(b) of the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Govern
mental Reorganization Act of 1973, approved 
December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 806; Public Law 
~198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-326), as amended, is 
amended by striking "sold before October 1, 
1992" and inserting "sold before October 1, 
1993". 

SEc. 126. No sole source contract with the 
District of Columbia government or any 
agency thereof may be renewed or extended 
without opening that contract to the com
petitive bidding process as set forth in sec
tion 303 of the District of Columbia Procure
ment Practices Act of 1985, effective Feb
ruary 21, 1986 (D.C. Law 6-85; D.C. Code, sec. 
1-1183.3), except that the District of Colum
bia Public Schools may renew or extend sole 
source contracts for which competition is 
not feasible or practical, provided that the 
determination as to whether to invoke the 
competitive bidding process has been made 
in accordance with duly promulgated Board 
of Education rules and procedures. 

SEc. 127. Nothing in this Act shall be con
strued to authorize any office, agency or en
tity to expend funds for programs or func
tions for which a reorganization plan is re
quired but has not been approved by the 
Council pursuant to section 422(12) of the 
District of Columbia Self-Government and 
Governmental Reorganization Act of 1973, 
approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 790; Pub
lic Law 9~198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-242(12)) and 
the Governmental Reorganization Proce
dures Act of 1981, effective October 17, 1981 
(D.C. Law 4-42; D.C. Code, sees. 1-299.1 to 1-
299.7). Appropriations made by this Act for 
such programs or functions are conditioned 
on the approval by the Council, prior to Oc
tober 1, 1992, of the required reorganization 
plans, including but not limited to: the Of
fice of Tourism, the Office of Banking and 
Financial Institutions, and the transfer of 
the functions of the Unclaimed Property 
Unit within the Department of Finance and 
Revenue to the Office of the Controller. 

SEC. 128. For purposes of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, approved December 12, 1985 (99 Stat. 
1037; Public Law 99--177), as amended, the 
term "program, project, and activity" shall 
be synonymous with and refer specifically to 
each account appropriating Federal funds in 
this Act, and any sequestration order shall 
be applied to each of the accounts rather 
than to the aggregate total of those ac
counts: Provided, That sequestration orders 
shall not be applied to any account that is 
specifically exempted from sequestration by 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, approved December 12, 
1985 (99 Stat. 1037; Public Law 99--177), as 
amended. 

SEc. 129. In the event a sequestration order 
is issued pursuant to the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, 
approved December 12, 1985 (99 Stat. 1037; 
Public Law 99--177), as amended, after the 
amounts appropriated to the District of Co
lumbia for the fiscal year involved have been 
paid to the District of Columbia, the Mayor 
of the District of Columbia shall pay to the 
Secretary of the Treasury, within 15 days 
after receipt of a request therefor from the 
Secretary of the Treasury, such amounts as 
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are sequestered by the order: Provided, That 
the sequestration percentage specified in the 
order shall be applied proportionately to 
each of the Federal appropriation accounts 
in this Act that are not specifically exempt
ed from sequestration by the Balanced Budg
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985, approved December 12, 1985 (99 Stat. 
1037; Public Law 99-177), as amended. 

SEc. 130. Section 133(e) of the District of 
Columbia Appropriations Act, 1990, as 
amended, is amended by striking "December 
31, 1992" and inserting "December 31, 1993". 

SEc. 131. For the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1993, the District of Columbia 
shall pay interest on its quarterly payments 
to the United States that are made more 
than 60 days from the date of receipt of an 
itemized statement from the Federal Bureau 
of Prisons of amounts due for housing Dis
trict of Columbia convicts in Federal peni
tentiaries for the preceding quarter. 

SEC. 132. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used by the District of Columbia 
to provide for the salaries, expenses, or other 
costs associated with the offices of United 
States Senator or United States Representa
tive under section 4(d) of the District of Co
lumbia Statehood Constitutional Convention 
Initiative of 1979, effective March 10, 1981 
(D.C. Law 3-171; D.C. Code, sec. l-113(d)). 

SEC. 133. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used by the District of 
Columbia to operate, after June 1, 1993, the 
juvenile detention facility known as the 
Cedar Knoll Facility. The Mayor shall trans
mit a plan and timetable for closing the 
Cedar Knoll Facility to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa
tives and the Senate by January 15, 1993. 

SEC. 134. (a) An entity of the District of Co
lumbia government may accept and use a 
gift or donation during fiscal year 1993 if

(1) the Mayor approves the acceptance and 
use of the gift or donation; and 

(2) the entity uses the gift or donation to 
carry out its authorized functions or duties. 

(b) Each entity of the District of Columbia 
government shall keep accurate and detailed 
records of the acceptance and use of any gift 
or donation under subsection (a) of this sec
tion, and shall make such records available 
for audit and public inspection. 

(c) For the purposes of this section, the 
term "entity of the District of Columbia 
government" includes an independent agen
cy of the District of Columbia. 

(d) This section shall not apply to the Dis
trict of Columbia Board of Education, which 
may, pursuant to the laws and regulations of 
the District of Columbia, accept and use 
gifts to the public schools without prior ap
proval by the Mayor. 

SEc. 135. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
by this or any other Act may be used to issue 
or renew a registration certificate or identi
fication tag for any motor vehicle if unpaid 
fines, penalities and other costs for traffic 
violations in the District of Columbia are 
outstanding against any registered owner of 
such vehicle or against any authorized user 
of any vehicle of such registered owner. 

(b) Subsection (a ) shall not apply to an is
suance or renewal if the Director of the De
partment of Public Works of the District of 
Columbia-

(! ) determines that special circumstances 
require a waiver of such subsection with re
spect to such issuance or renewal; 

(2) issues such waiver in writing, setting 
forth such circumstances; and 

(3) submits a written notification of such 
waiver and circumstances to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-

atives and the Senate and to the govern
mental agency having authority to approve 
such issuance or renewal. 

SEC. 136. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used by the District of 
Columbia to impose, implement, collect, ad
minister, transfer, or enforce a payment in 
lieu of taxes on the Water and Sewer Utility 
Administration that would increase pay
ments required of suburban jurisdictions in 
Maryland or Virginia under the Blue Plains 
Intermunicipal Agreement of 1985. 

This title may be cited as the "District of 
Columbia Appropriations Act, 1993". 

TITLE II 
FISCAL YEAR 1992 SUPPLEMENTAL 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS 
GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 
For an additional amount for "Govern

mental direction and support", $3,177,000: 
Provided, That of the funds appropriated 
under this heading for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1992 in the District of Colum
bia Appropriations Act, 1992, approved Octo
ber 1, 1991 (Public Law 102-111; 105 Stat. 560), 
$5,427,000 are rescinded for a net decrease of 
$2,250,000: Provided further, That of the re
maining funds, $1,724,000 shall be for the 
Mayor's youth and crime initiative in the 
City Administrator's Office, but shall not be 
obligated or expended until the Mayor sub
mits to the Council a plan for the allocation 
and use of the funds, and $476,000 shall be for 
the Office of Personnel to conduct a manage
ment audit of personal and nonpersonal serv
ices: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, there is hereby 
appropriated from the earnings of the appli
cable retirement funds an additional 
$1,694,000 to pay legal, management, invest
ment, and other fees and administrative ex
penses of the District of Columbia Retire
ment Board: Provided further, That of the 
$10,020,000 appropriated to the Retirement 
Board from the earnings of the applicable re
tirement funds, not to exceed $400,000 of this 
appropriation, subject to the enactment of 
authorizing legislation, shall be used to re
imburse the general fund for expenses in
curred by the general fund during the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1992, in rendering 
services related to the Retirement Board, in
cluding, but not limited to, determining re
tirement eligibility, calculating pension ben
efits, preparing and distributing pension 
checks, filing reports and related activities. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 
(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

For an additional amount for "Economic 
development and regulation", $6,361,000: Pro
vided, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1992 in the District of Columbia 
Appropriations Act, 1992, approved October 1, 
1991 (Public Law 102-111; 105 Stat. 561), 
$5,094,000 are rescinded for a net increase of 
$1,267,000. 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 
(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

For an additional amount for " Public safe
ty and justice" , $114,000: Provided, That of 
the funds appropriated under this heading 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1992 
in the District of Columbia Appropriations 
Act, 1992, approved October 1, 1991 (Public 
Law 102-111; 105 Stat. 561 ), $22,356,000 are re
scinded for a net decrease of $22,242,000. 

PuBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 
(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

For an additional amount for " Public edu
cation system", $300,000, of which $260,000 is 

for the public schools of the District of Co
lumbia and $40,000 is for pay-as-you-go cap
ital projects for the public schools: Provided, 
That of the funds appropriated under this 
heading for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1992 in the District of Columbia Appro
priations Act, 1992, approved October 1, 1991 
(Public Law 102-111; 105 Stat. 563), $48,000 for 
the Education Licensure Commission are re
scinded for a net increase of $252,000. 

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 
(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

For an additional amount for "Human sup
port services", $45,565,000: Provided, That 
$2,196,000 of this appropriation, to remain 
available until expended, shall be available 
solely for District of Columbia employees' 
disability compensation: Provided further, 
That of the funds appropriated under this 
heading for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1992 in the District of Columbia Appro
priations Act, 1992, approved October 1, 1991 
(Public Law 102-111; 105 Stat. 564), $3,405,000 
are rescinded for a net increase of $42,160,000. 

PuBLIC WORKS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under this head
ing for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1992 in the District of Columbia Appropria
tions Act, 1992, approved October 1, 1991 
(Public Law 102-111; 105 Stat. 564), $31,308,000 
are rescinded. 

WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under this head
ing for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1992 in the District of Columbia Appropria
tions Act, 1992, approved October 1, 1991 
(Public Law 102-111; 105 Stat. 564), $560,000 
are rescinded. 

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under this head
ing for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1992 in the District of Columbia Appropria
tions Act, 1992, approved October 1, 1991 
(Public Law 102-111; 105 Stat. 564), $2,544,000 
are rescinded. 

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND DEFICIT 
For an additional amount for "Repayment 

of general fund deficit", $2,245,000. 
RESIZING 

For the purpose of funding costs associated 
with the Temporary Appeals Board, 
downsizing, and early-outs, $5,510,000, to be 
apportioned by the Mayor of the District of 
Columbia within the various appropriation 
headings in this Act from which costs are 
properly payable. 

FACILITIES RENT/LEASES 
For the purpose of funding costs associated 

with the rental and leasing of facilities for 
governmental purposes, $16,667,000. 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 
For an additional amount for "Capital out

lay" , $11,000,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That of the amounts ap
propriated under this heading in prior fiscal 
years for the Law School Facility, $10,000,000 
are rescinded for a net increase of $1,000,000. 

WATER AND SEWER ENTERPRISE FUND 
(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

For an additional amount for "Water and 
sewer enterprise fund", $62,327,000, of which 
$28,287,000 shall be transferred to the general 
fund to finance general fund operating ex
penses: Provided, That of the funds appro
priated under this heading for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1992, approved October 
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1, 1991 (Public Law 102-111; 105 Stat. 566), 
$35,820,000 are rescinded for a net increase of 
$26,507,000: Provided further, That $38,834,000 
of the amounts available for fiscal year 1992 
shall be apportioned and payable to the debt 
service fund for repayment of loans and in
terest incurred for capital improvement 
projects instead of $38,006,000 as provided 
under this heading in the District of Colum
bia Appropriations Act, 1992, approved Octo
ber 1, 1991 (Public Law 102-111; 105 Stat. 566). 

The following provision under this heading 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1992 
in the District of Columbia Appropriations 
Act, 1992, approved October 1, 1991 (Public 
Law 102-111; 105 Stat. 566) is repealed: "Pro
vided further, That $25,608,000 in water and 
sewer enterprise fund operating revenues 
shall be available for pay-as-you-go capital 
projects." 

STARPLEX FUND 

For the Starplex Fund, an amount nec
essary for the expenses incurred by the Ar
mory Board in the exercise of its powers 
granted by An Act To establish a District of 
Columbia Armory Board, and for other pur
poses, approved June 4, 1948 (62 Stat. 339; 
D.C. Code, sec. 2-301 et seq.) and the District 
of Columbia Stadium Act of 1957, approved 
September 7, 1957 (71 Stat. 619; Public Law 
85-300); D.C. Code, sec. 2--321 et seq.), of which 
$584,000 shall be transferred to the general 
fund. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEc. 201. Section 134 of the District of Co
lumbia Appropriations Act, 1992, approved 
October 1, 1991 (105 Stat. 571) is amended by 
inserting after subsection (c) the following 
new subsection: 

"(d) This section shall not apply to the 
District of Columbia Board of Education, 
which may, pursuant to the laws and regula
tions of the District of Columbia, accept and 
use gifts to the public schools without prior 
approval by the Mayor.". 

Mr. DIXON (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill through line 5 of page 41 
be considered as read, printed in the 
RECORD, and open to amendment at 
any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

points of order against the bill? If not, 
are there any amendments to be of
fered? 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to clar
ify the fact that we say there are no 
Federal interests. If my understanding 
is correct, one-third of the District of 
Columbia's budget is paid for by the 
Federal Government. If that is incor
rect, it is a portion of the District's 
budget that is paid for by the Federal 
Government. 

The employees of this city pay 25 per
cent of their health benefits. The city 
pays the other 75 percent. Of that 75 
percent, we are paying one-third of it. 

Mr. Chairman, I am simply offering 
an amendment that says no Federal 
funds would be used for this purpose. 
So I have to say that I think this 
amendment does fit within this bill. It 

does apply to this bill. I think I should 
be allowed to offer it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS] for 
the purpose of entering into a colloquy. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Holloway amendment 
which would prohibit the use of funds 
to implement the District of Colum
bia's health care benefits expansion 
plan. I agree with the gentleman, and I 
believe he should be allowed to offer 
his amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
HOLLOWAY], what happens when these 
domestic partners break up? Will they 
be required to unregister? What if they 
do not notify the city that they are no 
longer domestic partners? How is the 
city going to be able to seriously en
force such situations? 

Mr. Chairman, they clearly are not 
going to be able to. It will likely result 
in enormous fraud and abuse of this 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask if the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. HOLLOWAY] 
agrees with that? 

0 1920 
Mr. HOLLOWAY. First of all, this is 

only a 6-month commitment here. Ba
sically you are going down, signing up 
your domestic partner for a 6 months 
stay. So this is as we said, it does not 
discriminate. It allows heterosexuals 
as well as homosexuals to register for 
their 6 months. After the 6 months is 
up, there is no oversight. There is no 
cutting off. There is no disapproval of 
any kind during this 6 months. That 
domestic partner has 6 months of in
surance. 

After the 6 months is up, they simply 
go down and either register that same 
partner or they can register whoever 
they want to as their domestic partner. 
I think it is as terrible legislation as I 
have ever seen. 

I think if the people of this District 
had the opportunity to vote on it, they 
would declare it to be that terrible, and 
to me there is no commitment whatso
ever in this. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I 
would like to also put into the RECORD 
a statement from James Cardinal 
Hickey, the Archbishop of Washington, 
DC. 

He states about this act, "* * * would 
only encourage and legitimize transi
tory relationships and discourage the 
establishment of stable families dedi
cated to the raising of mature and 
healthy citizens." I wholeheartedly 
agree with what his quote is. 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to say that the bishop 
came before the cardinal and spoke on 
behalf of our resolution of disapproval 
as well as the Committee of 100, a 
group of pastors that represents a 
broad perspective of citizens here in 

the District of Columbia, a majority of 
the District of Columbia, came and 
spoke on behalf of the resolution of dis
approval. 

I think the community here, particu
larly the Judeo-Christian community, 
is in strong support of or was in strong 
support and would love to see this 
amendment offered. Naturally, there 
are going to be exceptions to the rule 
because there are exceptions always in 
special interests. There are people that 
come for reasons to lobby. But I think 
that the amendment that we have of
fered is fitting here and should have 
had an opportunity to be offered. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, is the gentleman going to 
try and get a vote? 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. We will have a vote 
on the motion to rise. We will ask 
Members to vote against the motion to 
rise, where we will have a chance to 
offer it. It is a limiting amendment. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentleman will con
tinue to yield, is the gentleman going 
to ask for a quorum call, if he does not 
get enough Members to stand? 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, yes, 
we will. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, it looks like the member
ship is going to be involved. 

I just want to clarify something for 
America, Mr. Chairman, if they are lis
tening. Here is where the whole con
cept of domestic partners breaks down. 

Does everybody remember the name 
of the young sailor, Hartwig, who was 
blamed for many months for the blow
ing up of the gun turret on the Iowa? 
Why the Navy appears to have erro
neously jumped to that conclusion was 
that he had bonded a strong friendship 
that had nothing to do with homo
sexuality with his bunkmate and put 
him into a $150,000 life insurance pol
icy. 

The reason I bring that up is all my 
life I have seen women form friendships 
with other women that had nothing to 
do with lesbianism. I have seen men, 
many men, particularly coming out of 
combat situations, bond. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
HOLLOWAY] has expired. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Let me close the circle here. I said 
that I had seen women bond in friend
ship for life that had nothing to do 
with sexual contact. And I have seen 
men, particularly coming out of com
bat situations, who were so bonded in 
deep friendship for life, they did not see 
one another for 10 years, it was like 10 
minutes had passed. 

Suppose we have two friendships of 
two young men who go all the way 
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through college together. They are 
really close friends, and they go to 
work for the District of Columbia. And 
they are both, for the sake of my exam
ple, orphans. And they want to apply 
for this domestic partnership arrange
ment for health benefits, for hospital 
visitation, for insurance benefits. 

Do my colleagues know what they 
have to be asked by these great Dis
trict city officials? Do they have sex? 
And if they do not have what some peo
ple consider immoral, illicit, or per
verted sex, let us forget all those adjec
tives, if they do not touch one another 
in a sexually intimate way, they do not 
qualify. So it is the state saying, "If 
you have a roomie and you want part 
of this program, you had better have 
sexual contact with the same sex." 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from California 
[Mr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

I would just say to the gentleman, I 
would rather seek my own time. And if 
the gentleman is going to conclude this 
part of the discussion momentarily, 
the gentleman is prepared to move 
aside. 

Mr. MA VROULES. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

I had the responsibility, along with 
our subcommittee, to investigate the 
U.S.S. Iowa incident. Actually, the 
Navy used very poor judgment in rush
ing to judgment. 

What the gentleman has stated per
haps is a little inaccurate. I just want 
to clear the record. 

The gentleman and I are great 
friends. We go back many years. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I did say the Navy had 
rushed to judgment because they could 
not believe people could be that good of 
friends. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will continue to yield, 
not exactly for the reasons that the 
gentleman stated. 

If the gentleman would go back into 
the investigation, he would find they 
rushed to judgment because of some 
technical data that they thought they 
could apply to that young man and his 
so-called partner. Actually, the insur
ance policy was $100,000 rather than 
$150,000. But when they rushed to judg
ment, they did a great disservice to 
that young man. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I agree. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, 
the point I am trying to make here is 
that we ought to have an open mind in 
this Congress. We ought not to be rush
ing to judgment here. That is what we 
are doing. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, the 
gentleman makes my point. He has 
cleaned up the inaccuracy. 

It was $100,000. But the Navy liaison 
here told me off the record what trig
gered their suspicion was a young 
bunkmate taking out an insurance pol
icy for $100,000. 

The point I am making is that friend
ships like that do exist. But if one files 
for domestic partnership, they are 
asked, "Do you have intimate sexual 
perverted contact with one another? 
Because if you don't, you are out the 
door. We only go for the people that 
have sex.'' 

Mr. MA VROULES. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will continue to yield, 
just so I can clarify another point, if 
the gentleman was at those hearings, 
he would have heard from the young 
man who had the policy out on Mr. 
Hartwig. When the gentleman heard 
his testimony, I think it would prob
ably change his attitude on the entire 
matter. I am not here to be critical. I 
am here to clarify a point. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. That 
they were not friends anymore. They 
were not talking. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, 
there is a lot more to it. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, the point I am making is, 
we do have, maybe I will use the poet's 
words "dear and close" friendships that 
do not involve abnormal or perverted 
sex. Therefore, the whole domestic 
partner thing, whether it is the beau
tiful city by the bay in San Francisco 
or right here in this gorgeous District 
of Columbia, it is founded on a fraudu
lent premise that one must establish il
licit sex, what some people consider 
mortal sinning, or one does not get to 
qualify with their partner. I rest my 
case. 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
just want to clarify my statement. The 
chairman was fair to me, and I want to 
restate that. I guess just my frustra
tion of the minority here and knowing 
that we lose, it seems every time we go 
to rules, every time we go to commit
tee. So in no way was I not treated cor
rectly by the subcommittee as well as 
the Committee on the District of Co
lumbia. So the gentleman was very fair 
to me. 

In no way did I intend to lead Mem
bers to believe that he handled it in a 
way that I was not allowed to have 
mine. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DoR
NAN] has expired. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

0 1930 
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 

from Louisiana [Mr. HOLLOWAY] for his 

explanation, because the reason why I 
rose earlier to ask the gentleman to 
yield was because this gentleman takes 
a great deal of pride in the reputation 
that I have worked for 22 years to de
velop and maintain in this institution, 
and that is one of openness and one of 
fairness and attempting to deal with 
my colleagues with dignity. 

It is precisely in that manner that I 
dealt with my distinguished colleague. 
Mr. Chairman, there is a certain degree 
of surrealness about this debate. We 
are not here to be super city 
councilpersons for the District of Co
lumbia. We are not here to be super 
Mayors of the District of Columbia. We 
were elected from our respective con
gressional districts to come together in 
the spirit of comity and consensus to 
address the myriad social, economic 
problems that confront this Nation and 
this world. 

There are duly elected persons in the 
District of Columbia more than capa
ble of dealing with the problems that 
confront people in the District. There 
is not one Member of this Chamber 
that would take these steps in any 
other city in the Nation. They do so in 
the District of Columbia because of the 
unique nature ofit. 

My distinguished colleague, the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. HOLLOWAY] 
introduced a resolution of disapproval, 
which was immediately referred to the 
District of Columbia. In my capacity as 
chair of that committee I met with my 
distinguished colleague, assured him 
that within the appropriate time frame 
that the subcommittee and the full 
committee would address the resolu
tion of disapproval. 

Over the years, Mr. Chairman, in 
order to handle resolutions of dis
approval we developed three criteria in 
looking at the resolution of dis
approval, because we said that we 
should not address the substantive is
sues. 

We have developed three criteria to 
look at all the resolutions of dis
approval. 

Question: Does the act of the local 
government violate the Home Rule 
Act? In this instance the answer was 
no. 

Does it violate the Constitution of 
the United States? Even the pro
ponents of the resolution of dis
approval did not assert that. The an
swer at the subcommittee level, in the 
report to the full committee, the an
swer: No. 

Did it violate the Federal interest? 
There was some controversy in that re
gard, but I would suggest, with all due 
respect to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Louisiana, that 
what the gentleman propounded a few 
moments ago as being violative of the 
Federal interest does not address the 
condition. That is not a substantive ar
gument to the question of whether the 
Federal interest is violated. 



July 8, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 18303 
So, Mr. Chairman, we decided that 

based upon the fact that the Congress 
of the United States, and an act signed 
into law by the President precludes us 
from being city councilpersons, why do 
the residents of the District of Colum
bia not have the same rights as any 
other citizens? 

I would respect any person here if 
they introduced an organic piece of 
legislation so we could deal with it at 
a national level. But I believe in de
mocracy, Mr. Chairman. Why then do 
we trample so powerfully on the rights 
and prerogatives of the residents of the 
District of Columbia, who have a Rep
resentative that is not even capable of 
voting on the floor of Congress? 

We should preserve and protect the 
rights of the residents of the District of 
Columbia with great care. If the gen
tleman were to introduce an organic 
piece of legislation so we could debate 
these matters, I could respect that. I 
came here to fight. I came here to offer 
my point of view and let the majority 
work its will. But to attempt to use a 
piece of legislation dealing with the 
District of Columbia to address what 
otherwise one is not willing or capable 
of addressing at a national level, be
cause the citizenry of the District of 
Columbia cannot vote for or against 
one, I would suggest is an absurd act. 
In this gentleman's opinion it lacks 
courage and it lacks dignity. It lacks 
respect for the rights and the preroga
tives of people in this District who are 
also Americans. The Members do not 
attempt to raise these questions at the 
city council and the mayors' levels of 
the communities in which they serve. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL
LUMS] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DELLUMS 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. DELLUMS. Why the District of 
Columbia? We should be a beacon of 
light to the world. We should be show
ing the world, trying to emerge and 
embrace the principles of democracy 
that we believe in in this country, even 
in the District of Columbia, and that 
we believe in people's right to even dis
agree with us. 

The people in the District of Colum
bia passed an act. That is their right. 
What makes us so arrogant as to as
sume that the residents of the District 
of Columbia, if they did not like that 
act, they could not take onto them
selves the political act of defeating a 
candidate? Some of us have been de
feated here, and in November some 
more of us will be defeated in here. 
That is what the process is about. What 
makes us think we are more intel
ligent, more moral, and more ethical 
than people in the District of Columbia 
who have these rights and preroga
tives? 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for agreeing that this gentleman did 

not in any way stack anything. We 
gave them their opportunity. We voted 
and made our decision. I would suggest 
that we move beyond this rather ab
surd and ridiculous debate. We should 
not be discussing these matters on the 
floor of Congress against the backdrop 
of the District of Columbia bill. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that the senti
ments that my colleague, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS] 
expressed are equally recognized on 
this side. However, I think we have 
also on this side an opportunity to ex
press our sentiments up or down. We 
can express how we feel. 

I think in this case a lot of us on this 
side are wondering about whether we 
can promulgate this, whether this kind 
of policy is good. I think we have a 
right to comment on it. Frankly, I be
lieve the District of Columbia can 
come up with a plan that does not le
gitimize nonlegal partnerships and still 
extend benefits to uninsured individ
uals. I think it is a recognizable way to 
debate this issue on the House floor to 
talk about it. 

I think what the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. HOLLOWAY] is trying to 
do is to bring this debate out in the 
open and try and let the colleagues 
here understand what is happening 
with this bill. If we support such ef
forts like the District of Columbia's 
Health Care Benefits Expansion Act, 
we are only wiping our feet all over the 
institution of marriage and family val
ues. 

I would urge my colleagues to sup
port the Holloway amendment, and I 
guess he will not get his amendment, 
so I would ask my colleagues to vote 
no on the motion to rise. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, if I could just address 
one thing to my distinguished col
league, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DELLUMS], arguably the finest ora
tor in this splendid Hall, once during a 
debate I said to him something about 
Selma, AL, and I think he thought I 
was trying to be clever or cute or 
smart-alecky, and I was not. I meant it 
from the bottom of my heart, with all 
of my conviction, that the road to 
Selma was not, was not, the road to 
Sodom. He took exception to it. 

Let me add something that I know 
for a fact, that those great freedom rid
ers bowed to no man. Do you get and 
capture my drift there? They bowed to 
no man. They were fighting in God's 
name, and many of them specifically in 
the name of their Christian commit
ment, like the Southern Christian 

Leadership Council. So I say it with 
conviction, the road to Selma was not 
the road to Sodom. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 
the last two lines of the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
This title may be cited as the "District of 

Columbia Supplemental Appropriations and 
Rescissions Act, 1992". 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MCEWEN 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MCEWEN: 
Page 41, after line 7, add the following: 

TITLE ill-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEc. 301. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used to enforce any prohi
bition or restriction on the possession or use 
of mace in the District of Columbia. 

0 1940 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
McEWEN] will be recognized for 10 min
utes, and a Member opposed will be rec
ognized for 10 minutes. 

Does the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DIXON] stand in opposition? 

Mr. DIXON. I am opposed to the 
amendment, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON] will be rec
ognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. MCEWEN]. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment made 
in order under the rule simply is a 
commonsense amendment. It is a good, 
sound policy. But most importantly, it 
does what is right for the law-abiding 
citizens of the District who have come 
to work every day in this city, and 
those great Americans who visit our 
Nation's Capital. 

My amendment would prohibit funds 
appropriated under this bill from being 
used to enforce the current prohibition 
on the possession and use of mace with
in the District of Columbia. 

It has come to my attention that 
mace was illegal in this city when visi
tors from Ohio and elsewhere have had 
it confiscated upon visits to either the 
White House or our Nation's Capital. In 
fact, this afternoon, while standing on 
the Capitol steps, a young lady was 
tearful, and the conversation turned as 
to what the difficulty was. She had 
purchased a can of mace for her carry
ing keys to keep in her purse just some 
hours before coming to this city and 
had it confiscated at the steps down
stairs. This is done on a regular, daily 
basis, thousands of dollars from women 
in this city who seek to protect them
selves when they are here within the 
city and have it confiscated whenever 
their purses are opened upon entering 
any Federal building. 

Our staff has been attacked as well as 
many other people, and we know well 
the crime situation in the city. Two fe-
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male interns were robbed at gunpoint 
it is stated in our most recent issue of 
Roll Call. 

I think that common sense mitigates 
that young women especially who are 
those who tend to use this as a form of 
protection, especially when walking 
the streets at night or some other time 
have a sense of security, at least some 
permission to use something that 
would give them a sense of independ
ence. 

1llls amendment has the support of 
the National Association of Black 
Women, the Concerned Women of 
America, the Delta Sigma Theta Soror
ity, the Honorable Shirley Chisholm of 
the National Political Congress of 
Black Women, as well as others. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McEWEN. I yield to the gen
tleman from California, chairman of 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

It would appear that the gentleman's 
amendment does make good sense. 
However, I think the District can bet
ter promulgate the necessary rules and 
regulations regarding the carrying of 
mace by the average citizen. 

I know the gentleman has been in di
alog with the city council chairman 
and has received a letter from him in
dicating that he will immediately not 
only move on emergency legislation, 
but will also move on permanent legis
lation so that your desire and I think 
the desire of many citizens of the Dis
trict will be accomplished no later 
than December 31, 1992. And based on 
the Council chairman's letter I would 
ask the gentleman to withdraw his 
amendment. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McEWEN. I am pleased to yield 
to the distinguished delegate from the 
District of Columbia. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate very much the way in which the 
Member has handled this matter, and I 
would ask that Members who have 
similar concerns raise them in the 
manner that the gentleman from Ohio 
has. It may well be that a local ini tia
tive can take care of the problem, and 
I thank the gentleman very much. 

Mr. McEWEN. I thank my colleagues. 
Mr. Chairman, I include for the 

RECORD a letter from Mr. John A. Wil
son, chairman of the Council of the 
District of Columbia with a copy of the 
proposed law change. 

The documents referred to follow: 
COUNCIL OF THE 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, DC, July 7, 1992. 

Hon. BOB MCEWEN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN McEWEN: Enclosed is a 
copy of a draft bill, entitled "The Legaliza
tion of Mace Amendment Act of 1992," which 
I will introduce at tonight's legislative 

meeting of the Council of the District of Co
lumbia. I will immediately refer the measure 
to committee so that the committee can re
port and mark-up the bill and the Council 
can schedule two readings on the bill before 
December 31, 1992. At final reading on this 
bill, I intend to move identical emergency 
legislation which will take effect imme
diately upon signature by the Mayor. 

The District, like other large urban juris
dictions throughout the United States, is ex
periencing an unacceptable number of crimi
nal attacks against innocent persons. I share 
your concern that these innocent persons 
have the ability to possess mace and similar 
compounds designed to ward off attackers. I 
am glad that you brought your concerns to 
my attention and I appreciate your deferring 
action on an amendment to the District's ap
propriation act to give the Council an oppor
tunity to consider my legislation. 

Please be assured that I will do everything 
that I can do to ensure enactment of this 
legislation before the end of this calendar 
year. Please feel free to contact me or Brigid 
Quinn, Chief of Staff, at 724-8177, if I can be 
of further assistance. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN A. WILSON, 

Chairman. 

[Draft Bill] 
A Bill to amend the Firearms Control Regu

lations Act of 1975 to remove mace from 
the definition of destructive devices to le
galize its possession and use in the District 
of Columbia 
Be it enacted by the Council of the District of 

Columbia, That this act may be cited as the 
"Legalization of Mace Amendment Act of 
1992". 

SEC. 2. Paragraph (7)(C) of the Firearms 
Control Regulations Act, effective Septem
ber 24, 1976 (D.C. Law 1-85, D.C. Code §6-2302) 
is amended by adding the following phrase at 
the end to read as follows: "except that this 
shall not include the chemical compound 
identified as mace or by whatever name 
known;" 

SEC. Effective date. 
This act shall take effect after a 30-day pe

riod of Congressional review following ap
proval by the Mayor (or in the event of veto 
by the Mayor, action by the Council to over
ride the veto) as provided in section 602(c)(1) 
of the Self-Government and Governmental 
Reorganization Act, approved December 24, 
1973 (87 Stat. 813; D.C. Code §l-233(c)(1)), and 
publication in either the District of Colum
bia Register, the District of Columbia Stat
utes-at-Large, or the District of Columbia 
Municipal Regulations. 

If I may, Mr. Chairman, I will read 
two relevant sentences. It says: 

I share your concern that these innocent 
persons have the ability to possess mace and 
similar compounds designed to ward off 
attackers. I am glad that you brought your 
concerns to my attention and I appreciate 
your deferring action on an amendment to 
the District's Appropriation Act to give the 
council on opportunity to consider my legis
lation. 

Mr. Wilson, as I stated, has intro
duced legislation to repeal this section 
of the law here within the District. Our 
desire as Members of Congress simply 
is to be able to have people visiting the 
Capitol without having this con
fiscated, and the way that is most ex
pedient, and most efficient, and gives 
the most protection for the sanctity of 

home rule is what we would like to ac
complish here. 

So I wish to thank the chairman of 
the D.C. Subcommittee, the gentleman 
from California, Mr. DIXON, and also 
the distinguished Delegate, Ms. ELEA
NOR HOLMES NORTON, as well as the 
chairman of the council who have ex
pressed their willingness to have this 
enacted immediately. 

If I may phrase it this way, I would 
ask the gentleman from California, my 
understanding is that if we do not act 
on this tonight and give the D.C. Coun
cil time to act, that if the D.C. Council 
chooses not to act that I will be pro
tected in the right to bring this again 
before the body, and perhaps in this 
bill in conference, and that I would be 
given that consideration. 

Mr. DIXON. If the gentleman will 
yield, that is correct. 

Mr. McEWEN. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McEWEN. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to congratulate the gentleman 
from Ohio for bringing this amendment 
to the floor. I know that when we were 
going through the Rules Committee it 
was the general feeling by both the 
chairman and myself and other mem
bers that we talked to that this legisla
tion was something that was needed for 
the protection of the individuals that 
come into the District. And I want to 
compliment the gentleman for also un
derstanding that the council is going 
to address this issue. I believe the D.C. 
Council also feels that there is a need 
for a change in their law. But I thank 
the gentleman for bringing this amend
ment forward. 

Mr. McEWEN. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McEWEN. I yield to the gen

tleman from New York. 
Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Chair

man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing and want to compliment him on his 
willingness to accept this process this 
evening as he raises this important 
issue. I hope the gentleman will in
dulge me for a couple of minutes be
cause I was not able to get to the floor 
during the debate which just ended on 
the Holloway amendment. 

My feeling is, frankly, that while I 
have deep respect for my friend from 
Louisiana, I do feel strongly that fam
ily arrangements have changed since 40 
years ago. 

There was a time when every house
hold essentially had a father out at 
work, a mother at home raising the 
children. But the fact of the matter is 
that is not true today, and that raises 
significant issues as to how we proceed 
with health care legislation and other 
kinds of legislation affecting house
holds. 
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The late Justice Brandeis once said 
that one of the great geniuses of our 
Federal system was that the States 
were laboratories of social experiment, 
and I think in this case the District is 
conducting an important social experi
ment, though not a State, and under 
home rule provisions it ought to be 
permitted to conduct that social exper
iment. And I think in the end we shall 
have a great deal to learn in Congress 
from how that social experiment works 
out. 

So I hope my colleagues will support 
the motion to rise and oppose the 
Holloway amendment. 

Again I thank the gentleman for his 
indulgence. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is 

withdrawn. 
Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I would first 

like to thank Chairman DIXON, and the ranking 
Republican, DEAN GALLO, for their unselfish 
and conscientious efforts on this subcommit
tee. There is no other bill that demands such 
patience and dedication while providing so lit
tle opportunity to help the constituents back 
home. This is truly yeoman's work, and I con
gratulate and take great pride in the efforts of 
all my colleagues on this subcommittee. 

This year was supposed to be the first year 
that we would not have to wrangle over the 
amount of the Federal payment to the District. 

As mandated by legislation passed last 
year, the subcommittee calculated a payment 
of $624.8 million, which is $31 million less 
than the payment as calculated by the District. 
I regret that our calculation, approved by both 
sides here and both sides on the authorizing 
committee, has drawn criticism from the Dis
trict, particularly considering the other con
tributions we have made in this bill, including 
$31 million to the police department and the 
mayor's office to combat crime and fund the 
mayor's youth crime initiative. Considering this 
year's spending constraints, and the fact that 
we are cutting many programs this year, I be
lieve this level of spending is very supportive, 
and should be appreciated by the District. 

In addition to the Federal payment and the 
$31 million for crime and youth initiatives, the 
bill includes a $52 million contribution to the 
retirement fund, $5.5 million to reimburse the 
District for expenses related to preparation, 
security, and cleanup of President Bush's in
auguration in January, $400,000 for the police 
department, $140,000 for the D.C. Institute for 
Mental Health, $140,000 for the great work 
being done at Children's National Medical 
Center, and $83,000 for two education initia
tives in the District. 

Mr. Chairman, I'd like to take a minute to 
share some good news about last year's ef
forts to improve conditions at the D.C. public 
schools. After hearing testimony from parents 
and teachers about dangerous fire code viola
tions and playgrounds that had nothing-not 
even swings, DEAN GALLO and RALPH REGULA 

included funds and report language directing 
that improvements be made. This year, par
ents and school officials testified that most of 
the fire violations have been eliminated and 
that renovations to playgrounds at all the 
schools will be completed before school starts 
in September. 

These improvements are a victory for DEAN 
and RALPH and the subcommittee and a great 
reward for the children and parents in the Dis
trict. 

In conclusion, this bill meets the subcommit
tee's 602(b) allocation and provides the Dis
trict with the Federal payment as prescribed 
by law. Although this bill once again attempts 
to expand the availability of publicly funded 
abortions with language guaranteed to invite a 
veto, I nevertheless support the bill for the 
purpose of moving it along in the process. 
Once again, my congratulations to Chairman 
DIXON and ranking member GALLO for crafting 
a solid bill. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the District of Columbia's appropria
tions bill which permits the use of local funds 
for abortion services. This bill does include 
language prohibiting Federal funds from being 
used for abortion services except in the case 
of the life of the mother but intentionally omits 
any mention of the use of District funds. I urge 
my colleagues to support this bill and allow 
the District to make the decision on how its 
money is to be spent. 

Mr. Speaker, the District of Columbia has 
been prohibited from using local funds to pay 
for Medicaid abortions since 1988. This body 
has since voted twice to repeal the restriction 
but the President has vetoed the bill both 
times due to the revocation. We must not 
allow the President to prevail this year. 

This issue is not about abortion or reproduc
tive rights, it is about the right to self deter
mination for a city and an individual. It is about 
the right of D.C. citizens to think and decide 
what is best for themselves and their city. Let 
the residents of the District of Columbia de
bate this issue and come to a consensus 
about the options and alternatives that are 
most appropriate for themselves. I urge my 
colleagues to grant the District of Columbia 
the power of self determination and permit 
them the right to think for themselves. Others 
in this country are granted this right, the Dis
trict of Columbia must not be excluded. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this bill and 
allow the citizens of the District of Columbia to 
make their own decisions on this important 
question. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise and re
port the bill back to the House with 
the recommendation that the bill do 
pass. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were--ayes 231, noes, 
181, not voting 22, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 

Allard 
Allen 
Andrews (TX) 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 

[Roll No. 275] 

AYES-231 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hamilton 
Hayes (IL) 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Long 
Lowey(NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 

NOES-181 
Bilirakis 
Boehner 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Carper 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
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Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens(UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

Combest 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
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Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields 
Fra.nks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gek&s 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Go88 
Gr&dison 
Grandy 
Ha.ll (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hammerschmidt 
Ha.ncock 
Ha.nsen 
Ha.rris 
Hastert 
Ha.yes (LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Inhofe 
Irel&nd 
James 
K&Sich 
Kyl 
La.gom&rsino 
L&ncaster 
L&ughlin 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anthony 
Archer 
Bonior 
Broomfield 
Cox (CA) 
Fish 

Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCa.ndle88 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDa.de 
McEwen 
McMilla.n (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molin&ri 
Montgomery 
Moorhea.d 
Morrison 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Porter 
Poshard 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Ra.y 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohr&b&eher 
Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 
Roukema 
Rowla.nd 
Sa.ntorum 
Sa.rpa.li us 
Sa.xton 
Sch&efer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Sh&w 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Staggers 
St&llings 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tallon 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thom&S (GA) 
Thom&S (WY) 
Upton 
Valentine 
Va.nder Jagt 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-22 
Ford (MI) 
Hatcher 
Hefner 
Horton 
Hyde 
Johnson (TX) 
Jones (GA) 
Lent 
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McGrath 
Price 
Roe 
Schulze 
Traxler 
Whitten 

Messrs. ENGLISH, HAYES of Louisi
ana, SKELTON, CRAMER, BROWDER, 
and ORTIZ changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. AUCOIN changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. MCCLOS
KEY) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
MFUME, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 5517) making appropriations for 
the government of the District of Co
lumbia and other activities chargeable 
in whole or in part against the reve
nues of said District for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1993, and for 
other purposes, had directed him to re
port the bill back to the House with 
the recommendation that the bill do 
pass. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered. 

There was no objection. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

D 2010 

USE OF UNOBLIGATED MONEYS IN 
CUSTOMS FORFEITURE FUND 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY). The unfinished business 
is the question of suspending the rules 
and passing the bill, H.R. 3562, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
GUARINI] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3562, as 
amended, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there wer~yeas 173, nays 
243, not voting 18, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Annunzio 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
B&cchus 
Berman 
Bilbray 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brown 
Bryant 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Clay 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorga.n (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Ea.rly 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
English 
Espy 
Evans 
Fa.scell 
Fazio 
Feigh&n 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Fra.nk (MA) 
Gejdenson 
Geph&rdt 
Gibbons 

[Roll No. 276] 
YEA8-173 

Gilm&n 
Gonzalez 
Guarini 
Ha.yes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hertel 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kopetski 
Kostma.yer 
LaFalce 
La.ncaster 
La.ntos 
Laughlin 
Lehm&n (FL) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Ma.nton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McCurdy 
McDa.de 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Minet& 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molloh&n 
Moody 
Mora.n 

Mrazek 
Murphy 
Na.gle 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberst&r 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens(NY) 
Payne (NJ) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Price 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sa.nders 
Sa.rpalius 
Sava.ge 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serra.no 
Sikorski 
Ska.ggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Solarz 
Staggers 
St&rk 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Va.nder Ja.gt 

Vento 
Washington 
Waters 
W&Xffi8.11 

Allard 
Allen 
Anderson 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX.) 
Applegate 
Armey 
Aspin 
B&ker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Batema.n 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Bruce 
Bunning 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callaha.n 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Carper 
Carr 
Ch&ndler 
Ch&pma.n 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Colema.n (MO) 
Colema.n (TX) 
Combest 
Condit 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
DeLay 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan(CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Erdreich 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields 
Fra.nks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodling 
Gordon 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anthony 
Archer 
Bonior 
Broomfield 

July 8, 1992 
Wei88 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wise 

NAY8-243 
Go88 
Gradison 
Gra.ndy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Ha.ll (OH) 
Ha.ll (TX.) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Ha.ncock 
Ha.nsen 
Ha.rris 
H&Stert 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hoa.gla.nd 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Inhofe 
Irela.nd 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX.) 
Kanjorski 
K&Sich 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kyl 
La.gom&rsino 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Lehma.n(CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Mazzoli 
McCa.ndle88 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McEwen 
McMill&n (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhea.d 
Morella 
Morrison 
Murth& 
Myers 
Natcher 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Olin 
Orton 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pa.netta 
Parker 

Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

Pastor 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Posh&rd 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ra.h&ll 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Regul& 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema. 
Rowla.nd 
Sa.ngmeister 
Sa.ntorum 
Sa.xton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Sh&rp 
Sh&w 
Sh&ys 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stallings 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Upton 
Valentine 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vuca.novich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-18 

Fish 
Ford (MI) 
Hatcher 
Hefner 
Horton 
Hyde 

Lent 
Roe 
Schulze 
Sisisky 
Tr&Xler 
Whitten 
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Mr. DONNELLY and Mr. MOAKLEY 
changed their vote from "nay" to 
"yea." 

So (two-thirds not having voted in 
favor thereof) the motion was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS AND 
ENTITIES TO DIRECTOR OF NON
LEGISLATIVE AND FINANCIAL 
SERVICES 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the transfer of 
functions and entities to Director of 
Nonlegislative and Financial Services 
pursuant to section 7 of House Resolu
tion 423 be effected not later than Sep
tember 11, 1992. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Mary
land? 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I do so to allow a brief explanation. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, this is simply a 
unanimous-consent request to extend 
the time to transfer the functions to a 
new Administrator, which office was 
created by House Resolution 423, sim
ply because the search committee has 
not come up with a nominee. As soon 
as they do and we can put someone on 
board, that will be done. 

We have extended the time until Sep
tember 11, 1992. That is 65 days from 
today. The only reason it is not 60 days 
from today is because we will not be 
back from the August recess for the 
convention. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1900 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] be removed 
as a cosponsor of H.R. 1900. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE RESO
LUTION 194 
Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that my name be 
removed as a cosponsor of House Reso
lution 194. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
CERTAIN POINTS OF ORDER 
AGAINST H.R. 5518, DEPARTMENT 
OF TRANSPORTATION AND RE
LATED AGENCIES ACT, 1993 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 102-659) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 513) waiving certain points of 
order against the bill (H.R. 5518) mak
ing appropriations for the Department 
of Transportation and related agencies 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1993, and for other purposes, which was 
referred to the House Calendar and or
dered to be printed. 

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING SUB
MISSION OF AMENDMENTS ON 
H.R. 4850, CABLE TELEVISION 
PROTECTION AND COMPETITION 
ACT OF 1992 
(Mr. MOAKELY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
Rules Committee may meet and grant 
a rule to H.R. 4850, the Cable Television 
Protection and Competition Act of 
1992, in the near future. A request has 
been made for a structured rule, which 
would permit only those floor amend
ments designated in the rule. 

Earlier today, the committee cir
culated a "Dear Colleague" that re
quests all amendments to the bill be 
submitted to the Rules Committee no 
later than 12 noon on Tuesday, July 21, 
1992. 

In order to ensure Members' rights to 
offer amendments under the rule that 
may be requested, they should submit 
55 copies of each amendment, together 
with a brief explanation of each 
amendment, to the committee office at 
H-312, the Capitol, by 12 noon on Tues
day, July 21. 

WOMEN'S ATHLETICS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, 20 years ago, the Congress voted ap
proval of title IX of the Education 
Amendment of 1972, which calls for 
equal access to sports opportunities for 
men and women who attend colleges 
and universities that receive Federal 
funds. But it is difficult to celebrate 
the 20th anniversary of title IX when 
there remains so much inequality for 
women in sports. 

Why has it taken so long for many of 
these colleges and universities to obey 
a Federal law? It has taken this long 
because the Office for Civil Rights, the 
agency responsible for enforcing title 

IX, has failed to consistently do so. For 
the past 12 years, Republican Presi
dents have waged war against civil 
rights and equal rights for women in 
sports. 

The Office for Civil Rights should 
simply tell colleges and universities: 
"Provide equal opportunities for 
women athletes or be prepared to oper
ate without Federal funds. Period. No 
excuses." 

Title IX paved the way for dramatic 
increases in female participation in 
both intercollegiate and scholastic 
sports. For example, between 1972 and 
1981, women's participation in inter
collegiate sports increased from 7 to 35 
percent. But without enforcement, the 
early progress has not been sustained. 

A recent study by the National Colle
giate Athletic Association reveals that 
while women made up more than 50 
percent of the overall student popu
lation at division I schools, they made 
up just under 31 percent of all student 
athletes. At these schools, women ath
letes accounted for 30.4 percent of 
scholarships, 22.6 percent of travel and 
game budgets and 17.2 percent of re
cruiting expenses. 

Despite such dreary statistics, there 
are some recent indications that 
women athletes might get a fair shake 
in spite of the lack of support from the 
Office of Civil Rights. The NCAA, the 
governing body that regulates major 
intercollegiate athletics, under the 
leadership of Dick Schultz has shown a 
willingness to have its member schools 
comply with title IX or be excluded 
from NCAA sanctioned events. 

The Big Ten Conference, one of the 
Nation's major college sports con
ferences, recently approved a gender 
equity proposal that promises to in
crease the women's athletics to 40 per
cent of the conference intercollegiate 
programs. One of the Big Ten schools, 
the University of Iowa, has gone a step 
better. It has set a 5-year goal of 50-50. 
Washington State University has been 
recognized nationally as having a 
model sports gender-equity program. I 
applaud them all. 

It is too bad it has taken two decades 
for this kind of movement to occur. It 
is imperative for all universities to 
now fully commit themselves to noth
ing short of gender-equity compliance 
with title IX. Mr. Speaker, I will con
tinue to speak about the need for insti
tutions receiving Federal funds to com
ply with title IX as we observe the 20th 
anniversary of this important law. 

0 2040 

FOREIGN TAX LOOPHOLES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

ROWLAND). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. JONTZ] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Speaker, too many 
good jobs are leaving our country. We 
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must end the taxpayer subsidy of this 
threat to our economy by passing H.R. 
5042 to eliminate provisions now in the 
Tax Code which encourage foreign in
vestment by U.S. corporations. 

Today it is very attractive for Amer
ican businesses to relocate overseas. 
Encouraged by an ample supply of 
cheap labor offshore, American compa
nies continue to export jobs at a dis
turbing rate. This evening I want to 
call attention to the fact that the U.S. 
Tax Code actually encourages corpora
tions to go overseas by offering tax 
breaks and incentives for foreign in
vestment. 

Today if a company in Kokomo, IN, 
dismantles a plant, loads it on railcars, 
ships it to Mexico and rebuilds it there, 
any and all costs incurred by the com
pany in relocating the plant are tax de
ductible as a legitimate business ex
pense. Throwing American workers out 
of their jobs is not a legitimate busi
ness expense and should not be classi
fied as one. 

If a company's stockholders want to 
move jobs overseas, let them pay for it, 
not charge it to the American tax
payers. 

Mr. Speaker, American corporations 
increased their foreign investment by 
10 percent last year to a record $67 bil
lion. But domestic investments by 
these same corporations rose only one
half of 1 percent. This has been steadily 
worsening as a trend over several 
years. 

Investments overseas by U.S. cor
porations rose 19 percent in 1990, 21 per
cent in 1989 and 24 percent in 1988. 
United States manufacturing in Mexico 
increased 30 percent in 1990 and an
other 20 percent in 1991. Today United 
States investments in Mexico are at an 
all time high: more than $1 billion. 
This is absolutely unacceptable. We are 
losing too many American jobs to Mex
ico, Brazil, and other foreign countries. 
We have to stop providing companies 
with so many incentives to move 
American jobs overseas. At the very 
least we need to make investing in 
America just as attractive as investing 
abroad. Our Nation's tax policy should 
encourage investment at home, not 
overseas. 

H.R. 5042 would eliminate provisions 
in current tax law that encourage the 
export of American jobs. This bill 
would disallow deductions for expenses 
in moving factories abroad. By forcing 
corporations to rely on their own funds 
for the money to relocate, we can dis
courage businesses from exporting 
American jobs, not subsidize them. 

H.R. 5042 would also eliminate the 
foreign tax credit provisions in the Tax 
Code. 

If a firm conducts its overseas invest
ment through a subsidiary corporation 
chartered abroad, it can defer the pay
ment of U.S. taxes on its overseas in
come indefinitely. The U.S. foreign tax 
credit provisions permit U.S. firms to 

credit foreign taxes they have paid 
against the U.S. taxes they would oth
erwise owe on that foreign-source in
come. If a company pays income tax in 
Indiana or Georgia or any other State, 
it is allowed a tax deduction as a busi
ness expense. But if that company pays 
income tax in Mexico or France or any 
other country, it can credit every 
penny paid against United States Fed
eral income tax. This is just not right. 
A company should be able to deduct in
come tax paid to another country as a 
business expense, not as income tax al
ready paid. Under the present Tax 
Code, we are asking the American tax
payer to pay the tax bills of the cor
porations that abandoned them. We are 
telling those companies that it's OK to 
export jobs to other countries-that we 
will even pay their American income 
taxes while they are gone. Those com
panies move overseas, acquire inexpen
sive labor, export their products back 
to us at higher profits and we will pay 
their Federal income tax. Income taxes 
paid to other countries do not benefit 
the American people; they benefit the 
foreign government. Those taxes are 
expenses, not receipts for U.S. taxes al
ready paid-they should be deductions, 
not credits. 

Most economists agree that CEN or 
capital export neutrality is the correct 
policy for foreign income taxation. 
This is based on the idea that the most 
important goal for U.S. taxation of 
international income is to remove tax 
considerations as a factor influencing 
siting decisions of American corpora
tions. The goal is a set of tax rules that 
guarantee U.S. companies pay the 
same taxes no matter where they lo
cate their plants. This is not the case, 
regrettably, under present tax law. 

H.R. 5042 reforms the current tax 
laws of our country to benefit the 
American taxpayer, not the businesses 
which export jobs looking for cheap 
labor. That U.S. tax policy should en
courage and support the creation and 
retention of American jobs is uncon
scionable. Our tax policy favors moving 
jobs overseas rather than favoring in
vestment in the United States here at 
home. This legislation would help turn 
around that situation, keep American 
jobs for American workers. 

Cumulatively, U.S. corporations have 
$1.5 trillion invested overseas. With an 
unemployment rate of almost 7.8 per
cent, we would be well-served if only a 
fraction of this investment were redi
rected to the United States. I believe 
H.R. 5042 can do just that, and I urge 
my colleagues to support the bill. 

YUGOSLAVIA: THE TRUTH AT 
LAST 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, today 
the New York Times lead editorial 

headlines "Croatia, the Butcher's Ap
prentice." The editorial which I will 
read into the RECORD states: 

While strongman Slobodan Milosevic 
carves up most of the tiny neighboring re
public of Bosnia, Franjo Tudjman of Croatia 
is trying to slice off his own slab. 

At last. The truth is coming out. 
For over 6 months, Mr. Speaker, I 

have come to this floor trying to call 
attention to the many factions respon
sible for the terrible fighting not only 
in Bosnia but earlier in Croatia. I have 
warned that putting pressure and 
blame on the Serbs alone would not 
stop the fighting since they were not 
the only combatants and not the only 
invaders of Bosnian soil. 

There has been evidence aplenty-for 
at least 3 months-of Croatian soldiers 
fighting inside Bosnia, seizing villages 
and territory for the flag of Croatia, 
and of being supplied with arms from 
Germany. 

These intentions were telegraphed 
before Bosnia-Hercegovina was recog
nized, and in the hullaballoo created at 
the time that fighting erupted in 
Bosnia, the counsel of former Sec
retary of State Cyrus Vance that 
Bosnia-Hercegovina not be recognized 
was forgotten. 

Experienced hands realized that once 
Bosnia-Hercegovina was on its own, 
ethnic rivalries would break out-that 
any Serbian move would trigger a Cro
atian countermove or vice versa, and 
that the Moslems would be jumping in 
the middle, and finally, that every one 
of them would be fighting each other. 

Secretary Vance feared this and 
counseled against it, but when Euro
pean nations began to interfere-first 
with our recognition of Bosnia
Hercegovina and then, most recently, 
with sanctions against Serbia-rather 
than leading, the United States fol
lowed into the maelstrom. 

Knowledge of the area, its history, 
and its people would have suggested 
that any sanctions enacted to stop the 
fighting would have stopped the sup
plies of arms and munitions to all com
batants coming from any nation. 

But, at the time of the sanctions, the 
Western press, particularly the Amer
ican reports, rarely mentioned the Cro
atian involvement and certainly no 
mention was made of their territorial 
conquests. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, the 
news stories that came out after the 
sanctions were voted by the U.N. point
ed out that a report of the U.N. point
ing to the violations of Croatia had 
been hidden, had been covered up. And 
the Security Council was not given the 
opportunity to have it before they 
voted. 

0 2050 
However, this oversight was 

compounded by the attitude of some of 
the staff in the United States Embassy 
in Belgrade, quoting an American citi-
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zen, Mrs. Margaret Ann Jevtic, on the 
treatment she received-as a refugee 
from Sarajevo-from the United States 
Embassy in Belgrade. 

This is a story written by John 
Shatlan, a freelance writer living in 
Belgrade, Yugoslavia, and its headline 
is: "U.S. Embassy in Belgrade Shocks, 
Angers Americans." 

It starts out with: 
"I'm so angry I don't care if I ever go back 

there," said the feisty American woman re
ferring to the U.S. Embassy in Belgrade, 
Yugoslavia. Margaret Ann Jevtic, 53, who 
was born in Arizona, lived in California, but 
who fled war-stricken Sarajevo recently with 
her husband Rajko and their Yorshire ter
rier, Toshia, said her visit July 1 with the 
U.S. Embassy's Counsel General Robert 
Tynes triggered shock, anger, and tears. Mrs. 
Jevtic says Tynes said it was his rec
ommendation that all Americans leave 
Yugoslavia. And he recommended that she 
also leave. 

"His aggressive, arrogant attitude caught 
me off guard," she said. He blamed every
thing on the Serbs and didn't want to hear 
about injustices committed by others. "If 
Serbia is so bad, what are you (Tynes) still 
doing here," she thought. 

I went there as an American citizen to see 
what help they could offer me as a refugee 
from the old section of Sarajevo and to re
port on Muslim injustices, she said. (The 
Jevtics were forced from their Sarajevo 
home in May due to deteriorating events: 
Their lives were threatened by a Muslim ci
vilian. They were harassed by some Muslim 
police. Their family Kiosk Grill business was 
destroyed. And their car badly damaged. Re
cently Mrs. Jevtic learned a mortar shell 
penetrated the roof of their Sarajevo house 
but luckily the shell did not explode. An
other shell killed their Bosnian hunting 
dog.) 

I told Tynes Muslim police moved Muslims 
into our home in Sarajevo, as well as moving 
four Muslim families into my brother-in
law's home there. Mrs. Jevtic said Tynes' an
swer of what could be done about that was: 
"* * * write to Izetbegovic, write to Bush, 
write to Tudjman, and write to Karadzic." I 
told him that the Serbs weren't the only 
ones fighting in Bosnia, but he said "Yes, 
they are." 

I could see soldiers firing mortars from a 
park in Sarajevo controlled by Muslims, but 
he said, "That is not true." Mrs. Jevtic, who 
is now living with her husband's relatives in 
Belgrade, said Tynes told her the Serbians 
are the only ones that have those guns and 
are she111ng apartment buildings, hospitals, 
etc. in Sarajevo. 

"What about the Croatians shelling 
Trebinje," she asked. "I don't want to hear 
about that," Tynes reportedly said. 

He (Tynes) tells me only the Serbs have 
those guns, and I know the Muslims shelled 
Osmice, a small private hotel in Sarajevo, 
for four days because they claimed Chetniks 
were there. 

She said Tynes told her: "There are bar
barians in the hills around Sarajevo." 

Apparently the Counsel General of the U.S. 
Embassy only believes the Western press, she 
said. Mrs. Jevtic thinks there is far too 
much bias against the Serbs in the media. 
For example, "Dan Damon of Sky News, in 
my opinion, is not a fair reporter," she said, 
"as he often only reports from one side." She 
recalled Sky News apologized for incorrectly 
reporting that Serbs had killed Muslims in 
the village of Olovo (when the reverse was 

true), though the damage to Serbia had al
ready been done. Earlier reports that the Sa
rajevo Hospital had been bombed were also 
inaccurate, Mrs. Jevtic said, as she called a 
relative who was a patient there who said it 
had not been. 

According to Mrs. Jevtic, Tynes told her: 
"Serbs are making Muslims leave their vil
lages of 500 to 600 years." She responded by 
saying Serbs have lived there equally as long 
and that her husbands family was in Sara
jevo over 350 years. "The Serbs are entitled 
to as much area as the Muslims," Mrs. 
Jevtic said. "Bosna is not just a Muslim 
area." 

"Before the embargo against Yugoslavia, 
why was Boutros Ghali's letter sharing 
blame held back for 2 days before the U.N. 
vote." Mrs. Jevtic asked. She thought it was 
too much of a coincidence when T.V. cam
eras just happened to be at the site of two re
cent bombings-the Breadline and Titov St. 
tragedies-in Sarajevo. Mrs. Jevtic is one of 
the few Americans who experienced the war 
in Sarajevo. The war broke out there AprillO 
and the J evtics escaped by car to nearby 
Pale before arriving in Serbia on May 19. 

But when it comes to the U.S. Embassy in 
Belgrade, Mrs. Jevtic has no intentions of 
going back soon. Because she doesn't feel 
that she was treated fairly. "I cried for two 
days after visiting there," she said. "When 
I'm angry, I cry." 

Mr. Speaker, I refer to the editorial 
that appeared in the New York Times 
this morning. As I said, the headline on 
it is "Croatia, the Butcher's Appren
tice." 

[From the New York Times, July 8, 1992] 
CROATIA, THE BUTCHER'S APPRENTICE 

Croatia, once seen as a victim of Serbian 
aggression, has now become a villain itself. 
While the Serbian strongman Slobodan 
Milosevic carves up most of the tiny neigh
boring republic of Bosnia, Franjo Tudjman of 
Croatia is trying to slice off his own slab. 

His brazen lawlessness threatens to throw 
away what little international good will Cro
atia may have built up. If Mr. Tudjman does 
not withdraw his troops from Bosnia, he will 
deserve a stern international rebuke, includ
ing sanctions as tough as those imposed on 
Serbia. 

Croatia's troops, which have held onto 
Croat-dominated areas of Bosnia near its 
borders, have now stormed into the interior 
and seized Mostar, a scenic city of Muslim 
mosques and Turkish bridges that is popu
lated by Slavs of all backgrounds-Muslim, 
Serbian and Croatian. They're also moving 
on Sarajevo, still besieged by Serbian troops, 
putting U.N. peacekeepers in an even more 
precarious position. 

As part of his expansionist program, Mr. 
Tudjman has encouraged Croats in Croatian
occupied Bosnia to proclaim their own 
"independent" republic, opening the way to 
incorporating that piece of Bosnian territory 
into Croatia at the expense of Muslim Slavs, 
the country's largest group. 

Meanwhile, the United Nations is trying 
its best to prevent Bosnia from being carved 
up. It's not about to let Croatia become the 
protector of Croats in Bosnia, any more than 
in can permit Serbia to be the savior of 
Serbs there. 

Within Croatia itself, Mr. Tudjman has un
leashed his army against Serbian villages in 
the region of Krajina, disrupting the fragile 
cease-fire in the area. For that bit of bloody
mindedness he has justly earned the con
demnation of the U.N. Security Council. 

A statesman would seek to reassure the 
Serbs who still reside in Croatia by prosecut-

ing violations of their rights. But Mr. 
Tudjman is instead encouraging the expul
sion of Serbs from some Croatian-held areas. 
That means Serbs won't feel safe without a 
sustained international police force through
out Croatia. 

Mr. Tudjman is behaving like the Com
munist general he once was, not the demo
crat his supporters like to portray. He's muz
zling what's left of the independent press in 
Croatia by threats of imprisonment, and sti
fling election opponents by denying them 
television time. 

Mr. Milosevic, the Serbian dictator, surely 
deserves the bulk of the blame for turning 
Bosnia into a slaughterhouse. He may be the 
butcher of Bosnia, but Franjo Tudjman is 
now his blood-spattered apprentice. 

It is a sorry story, Mr. Speaker. The 
only thing that we can say, the bright 
light is that the humanitarian aid air
planes have been getting into Sarajevo 
Airport. There is a lot of humanitarian 
aid being received there that is helping 
the citizens. The roadways are reported 
to be open so that the convoys can go 
through. There is a lot of work that 
needs to be done, but I am glad that at 
long last people are realizing that it is 
more than just one group that is creat
ing the problems there. 

At this point I include for the 
RECORD another story of Monday, July 
6, from the New York Times; one from 
the Baltimore Sun of July 3; and an 
editorial from the Washington Post of 
July 7, 1992: 

[From the New York Times, July 6, 1992] 
CROATS CLAIM THEIR OWN SLICE OF BOSNIA 

(By John F. Burns) 
SARAJEVO, BOSNIA and HERZEGOVINA, July 

5.-With nearly two-thirds of this newly 
independent state already occupied by Ser
bian nationalists who have proclaimed their 
own republic, Croatian nationalists have de
livered a major blow to the Bosnian Govern
ment by declaring their own independent 
state on the remaining third of the territory. 

The move on Friday by the Croats, who are 
Bosnian citizens with strong links to the 
Government of the neighboring state of Cro
atia, has come at the worst possible time for 
the Government of President Alija 
Izetbegovic. With Serbian forces surrounding 
the capital, Sarajevo, Mr. Izetbegovic has 
been left in effective control of only the 
heart of Sarajevo, and a few provincial 
towns, the most important of which is the 
industrial center Tuzla, also besieged by Ser
bian forces, about 50 miles north of here. 

If sustained, the proclamation of an inde
pendent Croatian republic within the borders 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina, coupled with the 
declaration of a Serbian republic by Serbian 
nationalists in May, would mean the effec
tive partitioning of this country between na
tional groups whose eventual aim is to annex 
portions of the republic to Croatia and Ser
bia. The main losers would be the Muslims, 
who make up 51 percent of the population of 
4.4 million. 

MUSLIMS HAVE SUFFERED 
The Muslims, descendants of people who 

adopted the faith during four centuries of 
rule by the Ottoman Turks, have already 
suffered huge losses in the three-month war 
launched by the Serbian nationalists, with 
as many as 50,000 people killed and wide 
swaths of property destroyed. 

The Serbs' campaign of "ethnic cleansing" 
has driven nearly half a million Muslims 
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from their traditional stronghold in western 
Bosnia, and the new Croatian republic would 
make them a minority in the southern, west
ern and northeastern regions claimed by the 
Bosnian Croats. The Croats make up 17 per
cent of the population of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

As many Muslim Slavs have feared since 
the Yugoslav federation began to disinte
grate last year, the division of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina between Serbs and Croats would 
be the end of the Muslims' hope of being the 
dominant partners in the state. It would also 
raise more fundamental questions about the 
Muslims' survival. 

"Does this mean the end of us as a people," 
one senior Bosnian Government official said 
after an emergency meeting called here to 
discuss the proclamation of the Croatian re
public. 

Also cast as a loser, if Croatian moderates 
are unable to reverse the proclamation, 
would be the large numbers of Bosnian Serbs 
and Croats who have hoped that a multi-eth
nic democracy might somehow survive the 
war-a partnership patterned after Sarajevo 
itself, where Muslims, Serbs and Croats are 
living intermingled under siege. 

Both the Serbian and Croatian republics 
declared by the nationalists in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina have adopted laws intended to 
make them preserves of the dominant local 
group, with powers to punish other groups. 

REPUTED TO BE ARMS DEALER 
The Croatian leader who declared the new 

Croatian republic to be called the Commu
nity of Herzeg-Bosnia, is Mate Boban. Mr. 
Boban, in his early 50's, is a businessman 
who senior Bosnian officials said had made 
millions of dollars as a weapons supplier to 
Croatian forces during the fighting between 
Croatia and Serbia last year. 

In declaring the new republic, Mr. Boban is 
widely thought to have acted as an agent of 
Franjo Tudjman, the President of Croatia, 
who has made no secret of Croatia's terri
torial ambitions in Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
Mr. Tudjman, along with many Croatian na
tionalists, has taken the view that Muslims 
here are Croats, a contention that many 
Muslims dispute. 

Last autum, Mr. Tudjman met in Serbia 
with the Serbian President, Slobodian 
Milosevic, and officials of the two govern
ments let it be known that an understanding 
had been reached on the partitioning of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

After Bosnia and Herzegovina's independ
ence was formerly recognized by the United 
States and the 12-nation European Commu
nity in early April, partitioning was impeded 
by a fear of international repercussions. But 
Serbia went ahead with a military offensive 
here, attributing responsibility to the 
Bosnian Serbs, and Croatia dispatched its 
regular army to support Bosnia Croats in 
their battles with Serbian forces, particu
larly in southwestern and northeastern parts 
of the republic. 

Mr. Boban emerged as the leader of a 
30,000-man army of Croats and Muslims 
called the Croatian Defense Council, but it 
was armed, trained and financed by Croatia. 

Because the Croats were fighting the Ser
bian nationalists, who were regarded as the 
principal threat to the Muslims, Mr. 
Izethegovic, the Bosnian President, an
nounced as recently as a month ago that he 
had worked out an understanding with Mr. 
Tudjman under which the Croatian Army 
was fighting on Bosnian territory with 
Bosnian permission. 

But behind the scenes, the Bosnian Presi
dent was coming under intense pressure from 

Mr. Tudjman and from his own associates 
who wanted Mr. Izetbegovic to commit the 
Bosnian Government to joining a confed
eration with Croatia. 

This would place 1.9 million Muslims from 
Bosnia in a nation in which there would be 
nearly six million Croats, who are over
whelmingly Roman Catholic. It would also 
complicate, if not permanently block, a rec
onciliation between Muslims and Serbs that 
might open the way for hundreds of thou
sands of Muslim refugees to return to their 
homes along the Drina River valley in east
ern Bosnia, from which they have been driv
en by Serbian forces. 

For those and other reasons, Mr. 
Izetbegovic has resisted the pressure from 
Croatia. But about two weeks ago, he re
ceived what amounted to an ultimatum from 
Mr. Boban: that if he did not join with Mr. 
Tudjman, the Croatian President, in pro
claiming a confederation, the Croatian 
forces fighting here would not come to the 
aid of Sarajevo from strongholds as close as 
25 miles away. 

Mr. Bohan's troops are more numerous and 
better equipped than the Bosnian Govern
ment's defense forces, and, unlike the Gov
ernment forces, have lots of tanks and other 
heavy armor. 

For two months, Mr. Boban increased the 
pressure by blocking shipments of arms and 
ammunition that the Sarajevo Government, 
working around a United Nations embargo 
on all arms shipments to the former Yugo
slavia, had secretly bought. Last week he 
seized 38 truckloads of weapons and ammuni
tion that had been traveling toward Sarajevo 
at the town of Busovaca, about 40 miles 
northwest of here. Senior military officials 
have said that the Sarajevo defenses will col
lapse in a matter of weeks without fresh am
munition. 

The territory claimed by Mr. Boban for the 
new Croatian state is composed primarily of 
a region about 80 miles deep and up to 70 
miles wide that encompasses most of 
Herzegovina, along the western and southern 
flank of this republic, and additional areas, 
including a section of Sarajevo called Stup, 
which lies east of Herzegovina in the Sara
jevo region. 

The new state also claims the Posavina re
gion in northeastern Bosnia, adjacent to Cro
atia. 

[From the Baltimore Sun, July 3, 1992] 
EARLY RECOGNITION OF BOSNIA FUELED 

VIOLENCE, SERBIAN DISSIDENT SAYS 
(By Mark Matthews) 

WASHINGTON.-A Serbian opposition leader 
charged yesterday that American and Euro
pean recognition of Bosnia-Herzegovina in 
April doomed prospects of agreement among 
its three ethnic groups and thus contributed 
to the current fighting. 

"Premature recognition of Bosnia
Herzegovina by Europe and the United 
States in large measure contributed to the 
unfortunate situation we see today," 
Dragoljub Micunovic, president of Serbia's 
Democratic Party, said in an interview. 

At the time of recognition, agreement was 
"within reach" among Bosnia's Serbs, Croats 
and Muslims at European Community-spon
sored talks in Portugal. Mr. Micunovic said. 
The talks, aimed at setting up Swiss-type 
cantons, collapsed the same week. 

The United States also failed to take into 
account the effect on the Yugoslav army 
based in Bosnia, he said. After recognition, 
part of the army was withdrawn to Serbia. 
The rest became a force acting in behalf of 
Bosnian Serbs and no longer totally under 
Belgrade's control, he said. 

The United States in fact argued for keep
ing Yugoslavia intact as its member repub
lics prepared to secede, and lagged behind 
the Europeans for several months before rec
ognizing Croatia and Slovenia. It recognized 
those two independent republics and Bosnia
Herzegovina at once. The EC recognized an 
independent Bosnia the day before. 

Mr. Micunovic nevertheless said the United 
States should have clung to its one-Yugo
slavia policy longer. 

"No question Yugoslavs were the main vil
lains," he said. But the U.S. policy shift 
"contributed" to the strife. 

Mr. Micunovic leads a long-suppressed 
party founded in 1901 that was reconstituted 
in 1990 and now forms the largest opposition 
parliamentary group. 

A dissident since his youth, he was impris
oned for Ph years by the Tito regime in 1949. 
His visit to Washington this week included 
meetings with Deputy Secretary of State 
Lawrence S. Eagleburger, the National Secu
rity Council's top European expert, David C. 
Compert, and House Majority Leader Rich
ard A. Gephardt. 

His criticism of U.S. policy drew only a 
mild response yesterday from a State De
partment official who has followed Yugoslav 
developments. 

"These are important arguments that we 
need to hear," the official said, reflecting 
the U.S. government's frustration in trying 
to influence events in the former Yugoslavia 
and an unwillingness to debate past events. 

But the official took issue with Mr. 
Micunovic's suggestion that the Serbian 
army in Bosnia wasn't led by Belgrade. "The 
primary responsibility for this violence re
sides in Belgrade. It has organized and sup
plied these forces," he said. 

United Nations-imposed sanctions, Mr. 
Micunovic says, hurt the populace more than 
the regime of Serbian President Slobodan 
Milosevic. If prolonged, they could have a 
"devastating effect" with unintended con
sequences: "Dissatisfaction might get out of 
control. It's conceivable Milosevic could be 
replaced by something worse." 

In his meeting with Mr. Eagleburger, Mr. 
Micunovic pressed for a peace conference on 
Bosnia-Herzegovina that would include its 
warring ethnic groups and representatives of 
Serbia and Croatia. The aim, he said, should 
be a federation or confederation, with auton
omy for Croat- and Serb-dominated areas. 

With rising domestic discontent and grow
ing opposition even among Mr. Milosevic's 
fellow Socialists in parliament, the Serbian 
president is "politically dead" and won't re
main in power at year's end, Mr. Micunovic 
claimed. 

The Bush administration is far less con
fident. 

"As long as he controls the army-or the 
army controls him-he'll stay in power," the 
State Department official said. 

[From the Washington Post, July 7, 1992] 
THE STAKES IN BOSNIA 

A bitter irony unfolds in Sarajevo. Just as 
the United Nations opens up a humanitarian 
air bridge to the beleaguered city, the coun
try-Bosnia-of which it is the capital is dis
appearing. Two-thirds of its territory is held 
by Serbs, who have proclaimed an independ
ent ethnic Serbian state that looks to fed
eration with Serbia. The other third is held 
by Croats, who have now proclaimed their 
own independent ethnic Croatian state that 
looks to federation with Croatia. Muslims, 
the largest community in Bosnia and the one 
with the most to gain from keeping Bosnia 
multi-cultural and multi-religious, have 
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been killed in the thousands, uprooted in the 
hundreds of thousands and reduced terri
torially and politically to near zero. 

In the West, Serbia is commonly seen as 
the villian of the Yugoslav piece. Certainly 
the extremist government of Slobodan 
Milosevic so deserves. But do not overlook 
the extremist Croatian government of 
Franjo Tudjman. It has enjoyed largely un
critical favor on the basis of lying on the 
Western, anti-Communist, Christian side of 
Yugoslavia's cultural divide. But, in fact, 
President Tudjman has conspired as an equal 
with President Milosevic to carve up Bosnia, 
although his depredations are less well 
known. 

Bosnia now is close to being erased from 
the map. Increasingly in respect to Yugo
slavia the policy question is framed as a 
choice between military intervention and 
hand-wringing. But there are other alter
natives. Right now the seven most powerful 
nations of the world, democracies all, are 
meeting in Munich; Boris Yeltsin is about to 
drop by. The eight could make the simple 
electrifying statement that they will not ac
cept as a fact the forceful disappearance of 
the state of Bosnia, any more than they ac
cepted the eradication of Kuwait. They could 
extend to Croatia the economic sanctions 
now in force against Serbia, and on the same 
grounds of a violation of a basic inter
national rule compelling one nation to re
spect another's territorial and political in
tegrity. 

Let no one imagine that Muslim Bosnians, 
swallowed by Serbia and Croatia, will go 
gently into the night. The carving up of 
Bosnia means virtually endless war there 
and the almost certain escalation of Kosovo 
and Macedonia. Up to now it has been a mat
ter of the relative standing of this ethnic 
group or that. Now it becomes a matter of 
the fate of nations. Corning to grips with the 
change is the task before the eight at Mu
nich. 

0 2100 

CREATION OF A NATIONAL EARTH
QUAKE INSURANCE AND HAZARD 
MITIGATION PROGRAM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, over the past week and a half 
my State of California, and specifically 
southern California has been victim
ized by a number of rather serious 
earthquakes. Clearly, our thoughts and 
prayers are with those who have been 
victimized. Tragically there was a 
death and a number of people were 
rather seriously injured, and it is clear
ly a very difficult time. 

I just got back late last night from 
California, and I have to say that hav
ing experienced a number of after
shocks there is a great deal of uncer
tainty. When one retires it is difficult 
to get to sleep because you do not 
know how intense the aftershock is 
going to be, or if something more seri
ous might come about. 

Actually, when most Americans 
think of earthquakes, they think of the 
Golden State, California. Not many 

people are aware of the fact that there 
are 39 States that are prone toward 
earthquakes. We know that in the mid
dle part of the last century the most 
serious quake in the history of this 
country took place on the New Madrid 
fault line. 

The thing that has happened is that 
we in California have rigorous building 
standards, but few States outside of 
California require that buildings meet 
the earthquake construction standards. 
On that New Madrid fault line in the 
Midwest which I just mentioned, an 
earthquake half the strength of the one 
that struck Joshua Tree, CA, on June 
28 could cause massive destruction and 
leave hundreds of thousands of people 
homeless. 

The message coming out of southern 
California, and of course we are very 
grateful that this quake and the after
shocks have been · out in the desert 
rather than in downtown Los Angeles 
where it could have been devastating, 
but the message which has come from 
California is we all need to be prepared, 
everyone in this country because, as I 
said, there are 39 States which are 
prone toward earthquakes. 

It is for that reason that I have 
joined with 62 of my colleagues in co
sponsoring H.R. 2806 which is designed 
to create a national earthquake insur
ance and hazard mitigation program. 

Mr. Speaker, what it does is establish 
a partnership with the private insur
ance industry to provide affordable 
earthquake insurance coverage for all 
homeowners. A number of people could 
say that I as a Republican am advocat
ing some massive Government program 
here. But actually the opposite is the 
case. And I say that because when we 
look at natural disasters such as the 
earthquakes which take place, where is 
it that the victims look for relief? 
They really look to only one spot, and 
that is the Federal Government, right 
here. 

In fact, as we look at the programs 
provided, we all know about the Fed
eral Emergency Management Agency 
and the Small Business Administration 
which are always on the scene follow
ing a large earthquake or other natural 
disaster. That assistance all costs 
money. It costs all of us a great deal of 
money. 

For example, we all remember Octo
ber 17, 1989, the so-called World Series 
earthquake when the World Series was 
being played in San Francisco and the 
ground shook. Well that Lorna Prieta, 
or World Series or San Francisco 
earthquake in October 1989 cost every 
working American $32. 

The point I am making is that if one 
looks at the fact that every working 
American had to, through the emer
gency appropriation that we provided 
here, and in California a special quar
ter percent sales tax was imposed on 
all consumers in California, then the 
cost is tremendous. So what H.R. 2806 

advocates is a risk-based national in
surance program that will provide 
greater protection and reduced pre
miums for homeowners. It will reduce 
the need for Federal disaster assistance 
and free up State and local money for 
very important infrastructure repair 
that needs to be addressed. 

Earthquake disasters are a very cost
ly national problem which obviously 
need a comprehensive national re
sponse. The so-called Big One, which so 
many people have been anticipating, 
could cost over $60 billion in property 
damage alone. That is why establishing 
a national earthquake insurance and 
hazard mitigation reduction program 
should be one of our Nation's top prior
ities, because what it does is it creates 
a joint partnership, a partnership so 
that the U.S. taxpayer does not carry 
the sole burden for meeting the needs 
of those who are victimized by disas
ters. 

I am not alone in this assessment, 
Mr. Speaker. In fact, the U.S. Con
ference of Mayors has passed a resolu
tion just recently on June 24 that in
cludes a wide range of mayors. This 
was submitted by the mayor of Los An
geles, Tom Bradley, Donna Smith, the 
mayor of Pomona, the mayor of Port
land, Mayor Clark, Frank Jordan, the 
mayor of San Francisco, Bob Holcomb, 
the mayor of San Bernadino, Norman 
Rice, the mayor of Seattle, Karen 
Vialle, mayor of Tacoma, Louise Gard
ner, mayor of Jefferson City and James 
Perron, the mayor of Elkhart. They ba
sically have taken a very strong posi
tion, Mr. Speaker, with their resolu
tion in support of earthquake prepared
ness and damage mitigation. 

Mr. Speaker, I include that resolu
tion at this point in the RECORD: 

RESOLUTION NO. 13 
EARTHQUAKE PREPAREDNESS AND DAMAGE 

MITIGATION 

Whereas the United States Geological 
Service has determined that a portion of all 
50 states are vulnerable to the hazards of 
earthquakes and that 39 states are especially 
susceptible to major or moderate quakes; 
and 

Whereas many of America's great cities in 
almost every region of the country are at 
substantial risk of a catastrophic earth
quake; and 

Whereas scientists agree that a cata
strophic earthquake (8.0 or larger on the 
Richter Scale) is inevitable and will likely 
strike somewhere across the country within 
the next forty years; and 

Whereas scientists conclude that this cata
strophic earthquake is as likely to occur 
east of the Rocky Mountains as it is in the 
western states; and 

Whereas such a catastrophic earthquake 
striking in a metropolitan area could cause 
thousands of fatalities and upwards of $50-$60 
billion in damages; and 

Whereas such a catastrophic earthquake 
would destroy public infrastructure, lifelines 
such as sewer, water systems, and pipelines, 
and severely cripple other important city 
services; and 

Whereas such a catastrophic earthquake 
would have national impact on the economy, 
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financial markets, and the lifelines and in
frastructure well beyond the quake's epi
center; and 

Whereas much of the country's emergency 
management services, particularly at the 
local level, are ill-prepared to respond to 
earthquakes; and 

Whereas efforts should be pursued by 
cities, counties, states, and the federal gov
ernment in a cooperative fashion to save 
lives and prevent losses from future earth
quakes; and 

Whereas few homeowners, even in high
risk metropolitan areas, purchase earth
quake insurance because of low awareness 
and high cost: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Con
ference of Mayors supports efforts to better 
prepare our cities and the entire country for 
earthquakes by establishing a federal earth
quake hazards reduction program that pre
pares emergency management systems at 
the local level to handle the crisis following 
a catastrophic earthquake, helps to save 
lives and mitigate losses from future earth
quakes, provides funding for local earth
quake preparedness and response efforts, and 
makes earthquake insurance affordable and 
available. 

Projected Cost: Unknown. 
Basically H.R. 2806 encourages States 

in those earthquake-prone areas to in
stitute cost-effective hazard mitigation 
procedures in the area of building 
codes, land use planning and seismic 
strengthening of existing structures. It 
creates a universal earthquake insur
ance program in order to make cov
erage both available and affordable. 
And, Mr. Speaker, it creates an indus
try-financed reinsurance program to 
protect insurance companies from ex
cess losses that could lead to wide
spread bankruptcies and disruptions in 
the underwriting of new insurance poli
cies. 

When we look at the tremendous cost 
that exists today, it seems to me, Mr. 
Speaker, that this is the most balanced 
and fair approach that we can take. 
Contrary to the way that it may ap
pear, there is no doubt about the fact 
that this program would create a dra
matic savings for the U.S. taxpayer. 
Why? Because we will not have people 
simply looking to us as their sole 
source of relief. 

So I am happy that we have as many 
cosponsors as we do, Mr. Speaker, and 
I would like to encourage as many of 
our colleagues to continue bipartisan 
Democrat and Republican support for 
this legislation. I would encourage 
them to contact our office at 225-2305 
and put their names on as cosponsors 
of this bill so that we can address the 
concerns not just of Californians, not 
just of Alaskans, but of others 
throughout the Nation who are clearly 
faced with the potential for an earth
quake. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 

Mr. HYDE (at the request of Mr. following titles were taken from the 
MICHEL) for today from 5 p.m. on ac- Speaker's table and, under the rule, re-
count of family medical reasons. ferred as follows: 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. MCEWEN) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 60 min
utes each day, on August 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 
11, and 12. 

Mrs. BENTLEY, for 60 minutes each 
day, on August 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, and 12. 

Mr. RIGGS, for 60 minutes each day, 
on today and July 9, 21, 22, 23, and 24. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mrs. COLLINS of illinois) tore
vise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LAFALCE, for 20 minutes today, 

and 20 minutes on July 9. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, for 60 minutes, on 

July 9. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. McEWEN) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mrs. BENTLEY in two instances. 
Mr. BILffiAKIS. 
Mr. HASTERT. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 
Mr. PORTER in two instances. 
Mr. CLINGER. 
Mr. WALSH. 
Mr. GILMAN. 
Mr. RHODES. 
Mr. RIGGS. 
Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN in two instances. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois) and to 
include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BROWN. 
Mr. TOWNS. 
Mr. HAMILTON in two instances. 
Mr. SOLARZ. 
Mrs. BOXER. 
Mr. MCHUGH. 
Mr. TORRES in two instances. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. 
Mr. WEISS. 
Mr. ROSE in two instances. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. 
Mr. VENTO. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
Mr. MCCURDY. 
Mr. BONIOR. 
Mr. GUARINI. 

SENATE BILL, JOINT RESOLU
TIONS, AND CONCURRENT RESO
LUTION REFERRED 
A bill, joint resolutions, and a con

current resolution of the Senate of the 

S. 2834. An act to designate the United 
States Post Office Building located at 100 
Main Street, Millsboro, Delaware, as the 
"John J. Williams Post Office Building"; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

S.J. Res. 270. Joint Resolution to designate 
August 15, 1992, as "82nd Airborne Division 
50th Anniversary Recognition Day", to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

S.J. Res. 326. Joint Resolution designating 
the beach at 53 degrees 53'51"N, 166 degrees 
34'15"W to 53 degrees 53'48"N, 166 degrees 
34'21"W on Hog Island, which lies in the 
Northeast Bay of Unalaska, Alaska be named 
"Arkansas Beach" in commemoration of the 
206th regiment of the National Guard who 
served during the Japanese attack of Dutch 
Harbor, Unalaska on June 3 and 4, 1942; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

S.Con. Res. 81. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding 
visionary art as a national treasure and re
garding the American Visionary Art Museum 
as a national repository and educational cen
ter for visionary art; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 

House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills of the House 
of the following titles, which were 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 158. An act to designate the building 
in Hiddenite, North Carolina, which houses 
the primary operations of the United States 
Postal Service as the "Zora Leah S. Thomas 
Post Office Building"; 

H.R. 4505. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 20 South Montgomery Street in Trenton, 
New Jersey, as the "Arthur J. Holland Unit
ed States Post Office Building"; and 

H.R. 5412. An act to authorize the transfer 
of certain naval vessels to Greece and Tai
wan. 

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to an enrolled joint resolution of 
the Senate of the following title: 

S.J. Res. 324. Joint resolution to commend 
the NASA Langley Research Center on the 
celebration of its 75th anniversary on July 
17, 1992. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 9 o'clock and 9 minutes p.m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, July 9, 1992, at 10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
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the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3879. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting amend
ments to the fiscal year 1992 request for ap
propriations for the Department's of De
fense, Housing and Urban Development, Jus
tice, Labor, and Veterans Affairs; the Com
mission on Civil Rights; the Equal Employ
ment Opportunity Commission; and the Na
tional Commission on Libraries and Informa
tion Science, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1107 (H. 
Doc. No. 102-358); to the Committee on Ap
propriations and ordered to be printed. 

3880. A letter from the Acting Director, De
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit
ting notice that the Department of Defense 
has provided defense articles and services to 
the Persian Gulf region under the authority 
of Presidential Determinations 91-26 and 91-
31, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2318(b)(2); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3881. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting a report 
on the development of uniform needs assess
ment instruments in consultation with panel 
of experts in delivery of posthospital ex
tended care services and home health serv
ices, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 1395x note; jointly 
to the Committees on Ways and Means and 
Energy and Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

[Omitted from the Record of July 7, 1992) 
Mr. BROWN: Committee on Science, Space 

and Technology. H.R. 3215. A bill to reinvigo
rate cooperation between the United States 
and Latin America in science and tech
nology; with an amendment (Rept. 102--654, 
Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

[Submitted July 8, 1992) 
Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 4312. A bill to amend the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965 with respect to bilingual election 
requirements; with an amendment (Rept. 
102-655). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 5236. A bill to amend the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965 to clarify certain aspects of its 
coverage and to provide for the recovery of 
additional litigation expenses by litigants 
(Rept. 10~). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. GONZALEZ: Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. H.R. 3428. A bill 
to authorize capital contributions for certain 
international financial institutions in order 
to enhance international economic stability 
and economic growth, to provide for the alle
viation of poverty, the protection of the en
vironment, and energy efficiency, to provide 
for the implementation of the Enterprise for 
the Americas Initiative, to provide assist
ance in the financing of U.S. exports, and for 
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
102-657). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways 
and Means. H.R. 5318. A bill regarding the ex
tension of most-favored-nation treatment to 
the products of the People's Republic of 
China, and for other purposes; with amend
ments (Rept. 10~58. Pt. 1). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. GORDON: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 513. Resolution waiving certain 
points of order against the bill (H.R. 5518) 
making appropriations for the Department 
of Transportation and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1993, and 
for other purposes. (Rept. 102-659). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. LIVINGSTON: 
H.R. 5567. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to provide mandatory life im
prisonment for persons convicted of a third 
violent felony; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey: 
H.R. 5568. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to provide estate tax relief 
for victims of the terrorist-caused airplane 
crash near Lockerbie, Scotland, in 1988; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DEFAZIO: 
H.R. 5569. A bill to require the President to 

impose economic sanctions against countries 
that engage in commercial whaling; jointly, 
to the Committees on Foreign Affairs, Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries, and Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. (for 
himself, Mr. PENNY, Mr. ORTON, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. BACCHUS, 
Ms. LONG, Mr. JOHNSON of South Da
kota., Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. GLICK
MAN): 

H.R. 5570. A bill to authorize and direct the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget to develop a plan to reduce Federal 
overhead costs by 10 percent and to report to 
Congress and the President by Feburary 1, 
1993; jointly, to the Committees on Govern
ment Operations, the Judiciary, and House 
Administration. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of California: 
H.R. 5571. A bill to create American jobs, 

deregulate American industry, and reduce 
taxes; jointly, to the Committees on Ways 
and Means, Rules, the Judiciary, Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries, Interior and Insular 
Affairs, Education and Labor, Energy and 
Commerce, Public Works and Transpor
tation, Government Operations, and House 
Administration. 

By Mr. HORTON (for himself, Mr. MI
NETA, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
F ALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. MOLINARI, Mrs. 
MINK, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. 
BLAZ): 

H.R. 5572. A bill to designate May of each 
year as Asian/Pacific American Heritage 
Month; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida (for him
self, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
NEAL of North Carolina, Mrs. COLLINS 
of Michigan, Mr. PETERSON of Flor
ida, Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. SMITH of Flor
ida, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, and Mr. 
GIBBONS): 

H.R. 5573. A bill to provide grants to States 
and local entities to integrate education, 
medical, and social and human services to 
at-risk children; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. ROSE: 
H.R. 5574. A bill to authorize the Library of 

Congress to provide certain information 
products and services, and for other pur-

poses; to the Committee on House Adminis
tration. 

H.R. 5575. A bill to authorize certain uses 
of real property acquired by the Architect of 
the Capitol for use by the Librarian of Con
gress and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on House Administration. 

By Mr. SHARP (for himself and Mr. 
SYNAR): 

H.R. 5576. A bill to amend title Y..IX of the 
Social Security Act to reform the Medicaid 
quality control system for administrative 
expenses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. SHAYS (for himself and Mr. 
MFUME): 

H.R. 5577. A bill to amend the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 to revise the 
method of calculating the amounts paid by 
public housing agencies in lieu of State, city, 
county, and local taxes, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. GUARINI (for himself, Mr. LA
FALCE, and Ms. KAPI'UR): 

H.R. 5578. A bill to assure fair inter
national trade in motor vehicles; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means·. 

By Mr. SHAYS (for himself and Mr. 
MFUME): 

H.R. 5579. A bill to assist distressed cities 
with large, abandoned factories and hazard
ous waste sites; jointly, to the Committees 
on Energy and Commerce and Public Works 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself, Mr. Ros
TENKOWSKI, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. FORD of 
Michigan, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. RosE, 
Mr. BROWN, Mr. MILLER of California, 
and Mr. CARR): 

H.J. Res. 524. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States to permit the Congress to limit ex
pend! tures in elections for Federal office; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SOLARZ (for himself, Mr. 
LEACH, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. BLAZ, 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
FOGLIETTA, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr. 
TORRICELLI): 

H. Con. Res. 348. Concurrent resolution to 
commend the people of the Philippines for 
successfully conducting peaceful general 
elections and to congratulate Fidel Ramos 
for his election to the Presidency of the Phil
ippines; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 50: Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 
STARK, and Mr. VISCLOSKY. 

H.R. 81: Mr. MFUME, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. 
ROSE, Mr. VENTO, and Mr. BRYANT. 

H.R. 402: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 917: Mr. WASHINGTON. 
H.R. 1168: Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. 

TOWNS, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. DANNEMEYER, 
and Mr. SPENCE. 

H.R. 1218: Mr. BROWDER, Mr. CRAMER, and 
Mr. COLORADO. 

H.R. 1495: Mr. ERDREICH and Mr. CHANDLER. 
H.R. 1582: Ms. OAKAR. 
H.R. 1633: Mr. TORRICELLI and Mr. MCCUR

DY. 
H.R. 1771: Mr. BUSTAMANTE. 
H.R. 1969: Mr. SHAW, Mr. MACHTLEY, and 

Mr. MFUME. 
H.R. 2205: Mr. GINGRICH. 
H.R. 2695: Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. GIBBONS, 

Mr. RAMSTAD, and Mr. GEREN of Texas. 
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H.R. 2766: Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 2798: Mr. MOLLOHAN. 
H.R. 2854: Mr. PANETTA. 
H.R. 2872: Mr. IRELAND. 
H.R. 2890: Mr. K!LDEE. 
H.R. 2966: Mr. NUSSLE. 
H.R. 3160: Mr. HEFNER, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. 

MANTON, Mr. MAVROULES, Mrs. SCHROEDER, 
and Mr. SWIFT. 

H.R. 3501: Mr. HUBBARD, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, and Mr. HENRY. 

H.R. 3509: Mr. FISH, Mr. GALLO, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. WELDON, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
REED, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. ZELIFF, and Mr. 
SAXTON. 

H.R. 3878; Mrs. BOXER. 
H.R. 4141: Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. 

POSHARD, Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota, Mr. 
BROWDER, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mrs. MINK, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. PENNY, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. ESPY, Mr. 
SPRATT, Mr. WISE, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. TAYLOR 
of Mississippi, Mr. TANNER, Mrs. COLLINS of 
lllinois, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. COLEMAN of 
Texas, Mr. DoNNELLY, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
MORRISON, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr. MCMILLEN of Mary
land. 

H.R. 4169: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
H.R. 4218: Mr. ENGLISH. 
H.R. 4259: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. BARRETT, and 

Mr. GRANDY. 
H.R. 4279: Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
H.R. 4312: Mr. SABO, Mr. DIXON, Ms. 

SLAUGHTER, and Mr. HAYES of Illinois. 
H.R. 4483: Mr. BLAZ, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. JEF-

FERSON, and Mr. PALLONE. 
H.R. 4507: Mr. SPENCE and Mr. BACCHUS. 
H.R. 4761: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 4848: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
H.R. 4884: Mr. WEISS. 
H.R. 4963: Mr. WYDEN, Mrs. JOHNSON of 

Connecticut, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. JONES of North 
Carolina, and Mr. RICHARDSON. 

H.R. 5020: Mr. POSHARD, Mr. HATCHER, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Ms. HORN, Mr. 
BACCHUS, Mr. AUCOIN, and Mr. BLACKWELL. 

H.R. 5097: Mr. GINGRICH. 
H.R. 5121: Mr. HAYES of lllinois. 
H.R. 5193: Mr. GINGRICH. 
H.R. 5196: Mr. EVANS and Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
H.R. 5198: Mr. GALLEGLY. 
H.R. 5216: Mr. BLACKWELL. 
H.R. 5238: Mr. SKEEN. 

H.R. 5273: Mr. TANNER. 
H.R. 5290: Mr. GILMAN. 
H.R. 5294: Mr. MOLLOHAN. 
H.R. 5320: Mr. MOLLOHAN. 
H.R. 5405: Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado, Mr. 

ALLEN, and Mr. SCHEUER. 
H.R. 5407: Mr. MAVROULES. 
H.R. 5502: Mr. MAZZOLI and Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 5508: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 

PALLONE, and Mr. RoE. 
H.R. 5529: Mr. FAWELL. 
H.J. Res. 411: Mr. HATCHER. 
H.J. Res. 440: Mr. COLEMAN of Texas and 

Mr. HOYER. 
H.J. Res. 453: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. AN

THONY, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. BILI
RAKIS, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. 
BUSTAMANTE, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. CHAPMAN, 
Mr. COLEMAN of Texas, Mrs. COLLINS of illi
nois, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. COYNE, Mr. CRAMER, 
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. DINGELL, 
Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. DOWNEY, 
Mr. ESPY, Mr. EWING, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. FORD 
of Michigan, Mr. FROST, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. 
GILMAN, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
HUTTO, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. LAUGHLIN, 
Mr. LENT, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. 
MILLER of Ohio, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. MOOR
HEAD, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. NATCHER, Ms. 
OAKAR, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. 
RAVENEL, Mr. REED, Mr. REGULA, Mr. RoE, 
Mr. SAWYER, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. 
SLATTERY, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. SPENCE, 
Mr. TANNER, Mr. THOMAS of Georgia, Mr. 
WOLF, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. RITTER, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. PARKER, 
Mr. ANDERSON, Mrs. MINK, and Mr. HERTEL. 

H.J. Res. 469: Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. ORTON, Mr. 
RoE, Mr. HYDE, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MONTGOM
ERY, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. 
DONNELLY, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 
ROEMER, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. SMITH 
of Iowa, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. 
BATEMAN, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. EARLY, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. 
GILCHREST, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. YATRON, Mr. 
KASICH, Mr. PARKER, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. AN
NUNZIO, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. HATCHER, Mr. 
BREWSTER, Mr. SAWYER, and Mr. PANETTA. 

H.J. Res. 474: Mr. MACHTLEY. 
H.J. Res. 479: Mr. HOYER, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. 

MCDERMOTT, and Mr. DIXON. 

H.J. Res. 483: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs. VUCAN
OVICH, Mr. BEVILL, and Mr. KASICH. 

H.J. Res. 489: Mr. PAXON, Mr. COOPER, Mr. 
EMERSON, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. PAYNE of Vir
ginia, and Mr. CHANDLER. 

H.J. Res. 505: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. FROST, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. WALSH, Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. 
ESPY, Mr. CRAMER, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. JA
COBS, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. BORSKI, 
Mr. CARR, Mr. EDWARDS of Texas, Mr. EVANS, 
Mr. Cox of California, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
BILBRAY, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. DONNELLY, and 
Mr. HOBSON. 

H.J. Res. 520: Mr. BARNARD, Mr. CALLAHAN, 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. RANGEL. 

H. Con. Res. 180: Mr. DERRICK. 
H. Con. Res. 344: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. SWETT, 

and Mr. AUCOIN. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 1900: Mr. KOLBE. 
H. Res. 194: Mr. HASTERT. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's 
desk and referred as follows: 

S. 167. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
board of selectmen of the town of Eliot, ME, 
relative to the U.S. Naval Shipyard at 
Kittery, ME; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

168. Also, petition of the city council of the 
city of New York, relative to the establish
ment of a Medicare policy which extends 
coverage for long-term health care; jointly, 
to the Committees on Ways and Means and 
Energy and Commerce. 

169. Also, petition of the council of the city 
of New York, relative to adding to the exist
ing Medicare payment program to cover acu
puncture and dental treatments; jointly, to 
the Committees on Ways and Means and En
ergy and Commerce. 
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